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ANSI ER 

TO 

Papifts Protefting 

AGAINST '' 



SINCE the Protefter thinks my Anfvver to his Re- 
flexions Co great a Complement, I am refolved to 
oblige him a little farther, and to complement him 
very heartily, and I fee no reafon, but Complemen- 
ting may be as gopd a word for Difputing as Reprefen- 
ting is. 

The Reply confided of two parts, i. Concerning the Mif- 
reprefentation of a Papift. 2. Concerning the Rule of true 
I^eprefenting, and I ihail confider, what the Protefting Pa- 
pift fays to each of them. 

As far the Firft, a Mifreprefenter isfo foul a Charader,. 
that no Man can wonder, if we think our felvcs con- 
cernd to wipe off fuch an imputation : and therefore; I ex- 
prefly denied the charge, and made it appear from compa- 
ring his own Characters of a Papift Mifreprefented, and Re- 
prefented together, that we had not charged them falitly in 
any matter ot Fa&, and tlierefore are no Mifreprefentere: 
for if we charge them with believing and doing nothing, but 

B . what 
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( 2 ) 

what they themfelves confefs to be their Faith and Pra6iee^ 
wherein is the Mifiepi e fcntation ? Thus Iparricuiariylhow- 
ed, that ail matters of Fa& (excepting fome points, where- ~ 
in they difown the Do&rine of their own Church) in the* 
Character of the Papift Mifreprefented, are confefled and 
defended in the Charter of the Papift Reprefented •, apd 
the Ptotefter hipifelf acknowledges^ ifctt / hmx learnedly ( ^s 

hglS jpleafed tb {peak ) mftbgui/heA letorcen rtyterj ofDiJfrfii^ 

and of Representation^ and if fo, then he ought to own, that 
we do not Mifreprefent theno; 2nd this is aD I undertook to 
. prove in the firft part of my Reply, and for that reafon gave 
K the Title of, At'*$$ mtMifre^efenteil^V^u^mtSy wholly 
with relation to his 1 Character -or a Papift Mifreprefented, 
which I had proved to contain nothing in it, which in a 
ftri&and proper fenfewn be caltect^Mifreprefentatipn. We 
truly related what the faith and Pra&ice of die Church of 
Rcme is,and this is t^oeRepre(eoting ; artd though we fa dleir 
Faith is erroneoas, and their Practices corrupt gr (uperftiti- 
ous-, corftraty^ta dieXiws orGod; and the mages ofc'the 
Primitive Churchy yet whether this be true or faue, it is no- 
matter of Reprefentation but DUputej, though we believe 
thus of their Faith and Prance, we do not charge diem witf* 
believing fo ,• and therefore do not Mifreprefent a Papift* 
Whether they or we be ift die right is matter of Dijpute*. 
and not to be determined by Charader-making, but by an* 
appeal to the Laws *>f Cod-, and the dilates- of right Rea- 
fpn, and* the Auth^ntick Records of die ancient ,Churdu. 
While we agree about matter of Fa& there can be no Mit 
*eprefenting on either fide, for there is a great deal of dif-' 
ference between a Mifrepi*efentation,aTid a falfe Judgment of 
things.-, and thus I hoped,, the talk of Mifreprdentjng would! 
bayefeenat an end. : *V * J * . 

Bat our Author, though he confeflesl am in the right, 
will have us to be Mifreprefenters ftill •, He fays, J dec/are 

flainljy that Popery is realty that Antichriftian Religion, which Pro* 
tiftants fayit is, that it teaches and pra&ifer aSthtffe fopperies, fu -* 
ferfiiiions and nenfenfe, which have at any time been charged again ft- 

it h? Preteftams % . But I never £aid any fnclr thing yec, but onfy • 

6id and proved,, that a!t matters- ot Ea& xomplaured of in? 

.•■'■■*- die: 



&e Chjtra&er of a ISpift MlfreprefteJy are owned 5V 
hhnfcifiit^heCharaaer of a; flapiff Rj-prefented i and this, I 
thought* was proof enough, that we weje no Mui-epjefeaters* 
But the Title of rny Reply oflends hiirr, A Patfflmt Mfrefr*. 
fented by Prouft4taf x which he. (ays/ ii ^emdemnation sf-ffo S( : . 
'B^ia^dff^fe'i^^fl^idki^tmjhititfmiu, it hat been at 
ki» time eqwftdinlyAtemtersoftieffi^atien', by no meanst 

If there have been'other Mifreprbftntationsof them,wbich our 
Author has not yet given us an account of, I can fay nothing 
to thern, till I tee what they are *■ bat my Title related oaty' 
to ray Book,' and that related only to the Character of a Pa- 
pift Mifrepretentad, which our. Author had given us, and| 
undertook for that then, and will defend kftill, that there is 
no Mifreprefentiation in it. .•■■>• 

Of Ae fame nature .is what be adds.. That I ten my Redder 

in the name tfatfwj. firethrert r tee charge them ( the Papifts) with 
nothing j btti *>hat thiytxprtfly freftfr to beVetoej and what, they 
fraffifr% and thtjs fays the : Prote(ter, & rhie mea^rtiofi inches 
fir the trtfth tf. all that infamy t and jhvfianenej}; which is '■ ttid at 

tkeif'Aoam and thus, for ought I &£' jftua drawn in for a 
great deal morctbar Tfatencteh I roojse; with reference to* 
his-. Chara&ers, and now I ijraft<ftcflajge ; the"fcoresdf all 
Proteftants fince . trje:beginnirij of the Reformation % but 
Jittm-tyikkfy hewu^rgetoot.aj wett4s be can; bat would 
noton^wbnder, thatthere fhooMnot beoiieword. of hi? 
own; Chara&ers all this While ? that infteaxj of defending 
bo own ^*wefeatarfow> whichhebasfo uniufflvfather ll 
upon us, berhputdbe rwatwe about to pick up feme new 
r^Cer^entatiaris; for fflirto anfwert ,;There rmid be'i'rea* 
fifcfo^atftbdiey^tadj guets.v^atitis. ". ' .. ,'., \* 
J BkthweveV'htftakes 1 th& iJccafion to'.'ranfick Tftie. Wr£ 
tings of Protectants, .and to- fee. w-rlat fine /trjin# they have 
fettFof Pftifts, and to colfcer a; new Charadef of .a Paptft 

Mifteprefelted OOt Of dier«. fyjtNff 1 alt that bfreedtfrm <P°r 
}0>htmd <fm* *dt*re ilfuftefte-tl arid chalked, ml the donbte 
Ch&affer 1 f ^l»^i^/f^^^^^^C^«»jjrfiyf, 
MtbtRefHerpqt\ Were is fo much fvther arid fffifej.u <yufiiwU 
*s to 'its methed, in Jittcerify and exa&nefs, ire'i ngm follow t*t 
Author* s c*ti, and learn what Popery is, from the Tens if Prote- 
-' B x fiantSy 



$mt$i d^efftiUlfyfrtmfime^Phffp vfyfrt fitfpfci toJ&im 
vhtt Popery is. Ana thus our Author mikes asjnany turnings 
and doublings as ever any poor Hare did, which was almoft 
run down. Becaufe 1 have proved, that his Charader of a 
Papift Mifreprefented» contains no MiGcprefentation in ir, 
properly fo called, tbertfofeforfooth we will not take Cha- 
racters from a Papift, becaufe : we confute tljeraras ibonas 
they make them, which is hot very civil* and therefore 
Tioping that we will be more civil to Prbteftant .Charafters, 
he turns off the Difputeto.them-, never did any Man take 
mere pains to defend Popery, than he does to prove a Pa- - 
btft to be Mifreprefenteds it ieems there is fomething indie 
World called Potfeiy, which, heisyery much afhamed of* 
and it is Well if it does hot prove to be his own beloved 
Popery at lafh y -• :». ' 

I had told him as plainly as I could in Anfwer to his,Gha- 
ra&er of a Papift Mifr r eprefented> what I called Popery, and 
what I take to be the. general fenfe of Proteftarits about i£ 
and (hewed him evidently, that what he calls a Mifrepitferi* 
tationis none-, nay inmoftcafesl liaveallow'dhisownGIm- 
rafter of a Papift Reprfcfented, and furely there is no Mifrer 
prefentation in that,unle(s he has mifreprefented a Papift Iiim- 
felf », at)d why is he riot fatisfied with this? why fo much Zeal 
p prove us Mifreprefentets, when w r e are willing to fall with ' 
the Market, and to abate as much in the Notion and.Jdea of 
Popery, as they are pleafed to lower it? Why muft we be 
bound to juftifie that Reprefentation of. Popery, which fojne 
Proteftaftts have formerly made of it, when Pbpeiy was quite 
another thing,;than the Pilhop ofPtndom and the Rep^fenter 
have now* made it any more;thaa jhey ire bound to juftifie 
every thing, "whicn; Thorn** Ay6m % or Stlfawi'hQX V*fy»**. 
have taugnt for Popery? "' . % 

But let us conhder that Chara&er, he lias made of a 
Papift out of die Writinjgs of Protectants , only I muft 
put hirfl in' mind , that he muft ftill diftinguifti between 
"matters of Reprefentation and Difpute* If the matter of 
Fad they charge them with be true, they arc no,Mifie- 
prefenters 3 as tor their Reafons and Arguments ,' I will 
no more undertake to defend all the rcafonings of Pro- 

teftants* 
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teftantv than I fappofe, our Protefter will all the ceafon-' 
tngs of Papifts. . '••"'." 

The firft Mifteprefenter, he brings upon the Stage, is 
?#A» Lord Atchptthop of TvrkM his Manual or three fmali 
and plain Treatifes, written for the ufeofaLady, to pre- 
ferve her from .the danger of Popery. And all that, I (hall 
fay to this, is, that if what he tranfcribes out of his Book, be 
a Mifreprefcntation, it is not a Proteftant, but a Popifh , 
Mifreprefentation. For the Archbiflbop cites his Authors 
for w rat he fays, as the very Title of the Chapter tejlfus, 
which I ftiall here prefent to the Reader, with all the Re- 
ferenccs-and- Authorities as they are Printed in his Book, and 
leave, the Protelter to confider of a good Reafoa, why he 
jeft all thefe Authorities out. 



C HAP.: VI. 



(fteafons of refufal to leave the fyomijh fyfigion, 
• cotlecied out oj r Printed Jutfors. 



B 1 



* I cannot leave my Religion. />,/. 

I. Rttfi*. . . r 

fcEcaijfe we muft Amply believe the Church ot*Rme t 

> whither it teach true or falfe. St#L Antidot in Evang. 

L*k. 10.16. M.'fz^: -■■■■■- 
, And if the Pope believe there is. »o life to £onu, jye muft 
believe it as an Article of our Faith. BhI&*&hs. *■ - 

^tid we muft not hear Proteftant Preachers, though they 
preach tint Truth: Skent. uyonTit. 3.J0. Md for your Scri- 
pture, we little weigh it. l For the Word fcif God> if it- be 
not expounded as the Church of JW»* will haveh 3 isrthe 
Wprd of the DeviL Hopus de exfrejfo verb* Del. 

n. &*fo*. 



.s 
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.11 Reafin. .. ' ■*■ ' 

You rely too much upon* the Geffel, and $. Awfe Epiftfcs 
to your Religion 5 whereas, the Gofpel is bat a Fable of 
Cmift, as Pope Leo the tenth tells us. Apl.<$ ' H.st*[he» 

fol. Jjfc. Smetcn. contra Hamilton fag 104. 

And the Pope can Mfgenfe againft the NewTeftament. t*. 
normit. extra vie iivortiis. 

Andhe may check, when he pleafes, theEpiftles of S. P**L 

•Cmlw Etdnm. CanciU lop. mm. 1. Voltm. f. 

And controul any thing avouched by all the Apoffles. ; 

Rota in deeif. 1. nam. 3. in novif.' Anton. Maria in xddh. ad 
iecif. Rota nov. de Big. n. 10. And there is Itteternai Gofpefc 

to wit, that of the HofyGhofi, which puts down Cbrip. cu 
reSm a Carmelite fetit forth. 



HI. Reafon. 
Yon. attribute all jour Salvation to Faith m Chrift alone. 

if an the 



Whereas, He is theSivioar of Men only, but of no Wm^m 
J>UL <f Dfcfcs **d Pauper, cmfl. 6. cited fy Rogers 



Artie, and Pofieibts infefkits Cdtech. L i. caf. 10. 

^/ " r S. CfetfCT -\ Sim. in Mem. de 
\ / Ecclef. c*f. 9. 

For Women are J v 

iavedby ) f t*ftfU**i*74*-' 

**^ Mother Jane. <**£ i6. * T 

■ - v • . . * A ' ... . 

' Kay to (peak properly,. & Jtvww hath redeemed 'asiiia? 
ay, as are laved fince his. days. .Ponfirmit, <fs: Fran. * 

Ana the blood of S. Thomas' 4 BeckfK Hor.-Beat.nrl. 

And fonietimes one man, by his l^isMioos, t^efflS an- 



*\ . 
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IV. ReafaL 



In yoar Orardi there Is but oneway to remiffion of fins, 
which you call Faith in Chrift j but we have many* For 
weputaway ^ 



Our 



,rm^/jr,withalittleHoly Watt y Teft.Rhem. in Romfr. 17; 
f 1. Merits of the B. Virg. Htr. S. Wrg. 

3, Agnos Dei, cr Holy Lambs, Cerem. 



Msrulsy by j 4. Little parcels of the Gofpel, Brevlor. 

f. Becoming Francifcansfonf.1. 1 M '.iou 

6. A Bifhops pardon for 40 days, a 
Cardinals for an 100. days, and 
the Popes forever. 
Taxa Comer. 4fud. EffSn t ad Tim.. 

V. Reafin* 

Youftand too precifely upon your Sacramentsjnd require 4 
true Faith, in the partakers. Whereas with us, to become 
a iWw^ or a N#*, is as good as the Sacrament of Baftifm. 

Ayum % de Ingref. Relig* I. 2.f. 11. 

And the very true, and real Bddy tf chrift may be de» 
voiired of Dogs, Hogs, Cats and Rats, Alex. Httex, part.. 
4. q. 4J. Them forte 3. 3. S. 4W. 3. 

V I; Reafon. 

Then for your Minifters, every one is allowed to fiavi 
his wife •, .or effe inforced to live chaftty : whereas witlv 
ns, the Pope himfclf cannot difjlenfe with a Pfieft to marry* 
no more than he can priviledge him to take a Pttrfe. ; 7Vr- 
r#>r*«/ found fault withal by Caftan, rinfitlt. art.z$. 

But* Whoredom is allowed all die year longr 3V* Sparks*/ . 
Difcovery, $4g. 1 3. and conftitnh Otlxn.de concnbit. Cleric, re- 
moved: 

. • . And 



And another fin for fune, ?uly, Jugufr, which jron muft 
not know of : Mimed for thutifqe by Sixtus Qjiartus to aB 
the Family of the Cardinal of S. Lucie ^ Veffel. Grovingenf. tra&. 
de indulgent; fitat. a fccob. Lamm, }efutt. lib. pag m 196. vide 
fo Wolpi left ion. memorab. centen. 1 J. pag. 83*. . 

For indeed the wickcdnef/oC the Church men . is a prkn* . 
Argument of the worthinefs of the Roman Church. Belldr. 
~\ +de Rom. Pont. cap. 14. artic. t$. 

And the Pope can make that righteous, which IS unrighte- 
ous, I. 1. Decretal. Greg. tit. 7.c.%. 

And yet can no Man fay unto him, Sir, why do you fo f 
In extrav. torn. 21. tUul. j. c. ad Apoftolatw. 

>•'"'. VII. And laftReafon. 

You in the Church of England have caft off the Bifhopof 
Acme, whereas the Bifhop of Rome is a God. Lift. 96. c. 

fatis evidentcr* & Panorm. caf. guarito Abbas. 

•' %Jhe life and Application of this Dpftrine you may find 
In the next Chapter, and a particular proof that fome Do- 
ctrines of the Roman Church defray jufiice towards Men. in 
all relations 5 as the Popes power of difpenfing with the dnties of 
all • relations : their Doftrines of probabilities , of mental refer- 
nations, that the intention regulates the attien, 'that no Faith is 
to be kfpt -with Hereticks % that the Pope may depofe Princes, and 
dijpofe of their Kingdoms, pardon, nay canonize King-killers, and air 
foive Subje&s from their Allegiance, &C. 
. I know our Author calls all thisMifreprefentation , buc 
that is not our Difpute now * but whofe. Mifreprcjfentation 
it is. It is plain, this is not Protefiant but Popijh Popery ) for 

not Proteftants, but Papifts, wefe the Original Authors: 
And I doubt not, were it worth -the while, it might eafily 
he proved, that the groffeft Mifreprefentations , which this 
Author charges on Proteftants, are only tranfcTibed out of Po- 
pifli Authors $ and this he feems to own, when he is fo angry 
with us for proving thefe Mifreprefentations, as he calls them, 
by apj)ealing to their own private, buc approved,Do&ors,who 
have inplain*terms aflerted thofe things, which po*r Pro- 
reftants muft not repeat after, them, without incurring die 
Cenfuie of Mifreprelenters. * 

Now 



!/&Iofr though we grant; flat every T^rine, which we 
feid in Popifti Authors, oudit not to oe accounted art Article 
of theRomifh Faith> yet if fiich Books be publiftied by the. 
euthoritjr of SuperittV and when they are publifhed and' 
known in the 'World, efcape die Inquifition and the Index 
txfttrgAtmusy the Do&rines contained iii them ought at leaft' 
to.be looked on, as licerffed and tolerated Doftrines, arid 
therefore confiftent with the Romifh Faith, not a Mifre- 
*prefentatioo of it- For will a Church fo ftrift and fevere' 
m its DifcipKne, and fo fcftfousofHerefies, which cenfures 
all the Ancient Fathers, and expunges out of their Writ- 
jngs<every paflage^ which in die- leaft favours of Here- 
fie* which will not entruft the People to ufe the Bible 
for fear of their learning Herefie from it * I fay will fach a 
-Church fufifer their own Dolors to publifh 1 fiich Opinions' 
to the World, a$ Mifreprefent her own Faith and Wor-^ 
(hip, without condemning, or pafling the leaft cenfive oti 
*hem ? '• i ' .; fc .-... \ ' : 

- And therefore though we cannot prove from >thefe ..jh>: 
vale Do&ors, what . the' Faith of the Church <X'R*me is * 
and what all are bound to believe, who are of that Com-: 
ijromony yet by their Authority we may confute the charge 
<>f NtifiOTefemation. For ho Proteftant cap bejuftly ac-* 
Ctffed.of Mifeprefenting the Do^ii^- tf the, Church of 
Rim % who charges them wlrft rid Dbftrine^ bflt what are 

* allowed to be audit fo d&t Ourdy as all thofe Purines 
are. which are allowed by publick Authority to be Printed 
and Read in the Communion of that Church, efpecially, as' 
I.oWetxbl before; where thePrefcts kept under Xuch mtik 
DWckftne, as it isin theQwrchof $mt. 

We muft nqt indeed charge ill Papifts wifli believing 
fuch Doctrines, becaufc aliare not bound to believe them, 
a$ thejr are to believe the Decrees and Definitions of their 
Councils 5 but we may lay, tbatjhey are not contrary to 
die lifcith of the .Churdi; becaufe all Papifts are allowed to 
beHeve thOT,^h©willv for Jpttfiime all Meb are allow* 
ed.*» believe thj^i which any W&n among them is flow- 
ed to teach* *....- 

- However I hope, it may be fome excufe to the Arch- . 
bi&op, '-that heNCfreprcfents only at iceondhand, (fince 

• " * / ' C our 
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«jr Author will hm it to be * Mtfiefrcfeearioar) '4bd 
fays no more than Came Papifls thonfetots fay, and re* 
fblves alt into the Credit and Authority of his Authors 5 
and I cannot think it a greater fault in a Proteftant to give . 
an account of ludi pernicious .Dofirines and Opinions, as 
are owned by fane of their own Writers, than it isinth© 
Church cSRcm to farter them to be pubH&edby Audio* 
rity, and to pals without an; Ceafiire, if they diflikethe 
Doctrine. 

As for what he tran&ribes out of Do&or Jtttrd and 
Mr. Sutdijf, I prelume, he intended we fhould take it all 
upon his Authority j for he has not diredfdus* where torffld 
any of thofepaflages he has cked > and it is a little too muck 
to read two great Books in Quarto: to pick them out With* 
out looking oh the Books we might eaitly perceive* that 
thole layings he has tranfoibed out of them,, do not con* 
cern Reprelenring but Difputing, and I never undercook to 
j&ftifie every laying in Proteflant Writers agatnft Pdpcry * 
but yet feme dungs- founded fo harft, disc 1 vehemently 
lifpeaed foul play, and therefore had the cutiofity to exa- 
mine* and foundit to be, as I fulpeclted. Some paflages loe 
which they produce their Authorities, and that my good 
Authorities- ,as 'die World wen? then, are cited by; the Pro* 
(, tfcfter, ^Yi^ujHwy* Authorities, aar»<fcatebei»re widufo 

Archb^opVor what they prweby variety of reafcns,. 'am*- 
kedly Reprefebted wkhoutany reafon to back it v brthen* 
words are curtailed^ or tranfplaced, which alters their fenfe- 
and (ighification. tfteUgivefomer^ wfbmdesof thiseofr 
of Mr. s«tciif tl to let die WorM M* who arerhe Mj£- 



reprefetitersV. 






JUketntwts ent-'of ^.Siitcluf »*;*£* '-" „'■.•..'.: - , - 

Papifls Protefting,,efo ^Sutdaft Sumy :»f Papery.. 

. TTHey fpeak what, ICfoaJfe t^;l%dSeyaiiec$cwft' 

* ** x they canin difgrac$ JC anal Barcb to> ibe sm&e&teodi . 

of theHofy Scripture*;' <*<? ffp^wkatlwcttiU&jfr1ke\<>f 

ibe Hofy Scriptures. P. 6. : ' i 
They give the Office of ChruTs. Theyg*?e,ihe,office i &£. teaching, 
mediation to the, Virgjn May* ta .that by;thekMiBrits-Chriftiaii»«b-- 

taiai 



( II ) 



" Angels dniltBrS&ts, they ihake • 
4d& Saints car Redeemers. 
•' They overthrow Gawe jarfif- 
cribe the merit «t onr Salvation 
-not t© Gods mercy throoghOraft, 

rthor toitbe anew: of bis \MGm , 
bat^rppftly » oor own Works 



They dit oat the Secpad Com- 

.'fbaannMtot bpSurfe it cannot fraud 

withthcPopiibwpdhipofLhagej. 

• They pray .ixfore Soocfe aad 

• Scones*, naythcy pmiteir tmft-in 
rtheox :"':'■ 



• ' .Paplfls miak they do God good 
ijfa^ice^ when tbry rtarder trie 

, r \*utuBan& 

By the Doftrine of Papifts. tfce 
•^wkofUdiiiuybe&^d 



: Pamirs bhfphemoafly make 
<2hrift «k« criy .a defperate Man 
• without Jaope, bat aUb an Infidel 
without F«kh. /»: 13. . 



: That Chrift is not the Redeemer 
4£«U Maakiad. . 



laio tbar deftes, and sup aslive- 
red out of PotgaepqMj^: '■' 

Albeit they exdade not Grace 
from the work of oar Salvation , 
yet making Gracea Habit or, Ver- 
toe, they overthrow Grace, &C.f.?. 

■ _ They en* cut the Second Command- 

*•* in the Ofic« -of cttrlady 
and their Primers, fcww/V&c A 

Nay they pit their tnfr m them : 

for if this were not fo, why mould 
they hope for better fuccefs at the 
Image -of oar Lady of Lorett* or 
Monfirat, than at any other Image 
tit Man of barLadyf>ttow , : v 
- Rawed from the cruelEsecuH- 
ons i^^tglknd, from*, Germ*) , 
Span. p. 23. 

They teach, mat the Devils of 
«eU may navetraePaidi, butour 
Savipor fiath frh» 3 . that wkofi&r 
ikHeimh- m him. JbM *<*P*ifk\ tkt 
.<bpe evftlafaglfc . So it folio*- 
eth hy the DeBrine rf fafifis t that 
the Reprobates, and Devils in Hell 

may befaved. p. 28. 

They take from Chrift both 
Faith and hope. Aaui. p 3. a. 7 . an. 
4. Sothat which they falfely obje- 
cted to Calvin doth rightly fall up- 
on the Papifts— fl&tf tkeyhUfphemouf. 

They affirm the Virgin Mary to 
be conceived trukrac original Sia, 
&e. of which it follows, that 
Chrift is net the Redeemer of all Man- 
kind, for what needed they a Re- 
deemer,who were not bom iinners ? 
f.41. C» They 



(II ) 



They -make Girlft' irifcriour to 
Saints' and AngeJs*.: 



Ttiey peeks the Pope before 

£hrift> . • * " ■■' 



To the Images of the Grofi and 
Crucifix^ they give as much ho- 
, opur as, is due to Goc^.^ 14;. 

They, fill down like Beafts be- 
fore the Pope, and worfhij* him 
•. Us God, afcribing to him rrioftWaf- 
eMsaoofly the honour due wGhrid 



They give divirfetonour to fola- 
tes* which they-themfelves. cannot 
dmy to is Idolatrous.: . 



Tfwy fay Maffetin horioor of 
AngeKanri Saints, but he, inwhofc 

"honour it -.Sacrifice is offered , is 
greater than the Sacrifice: doth ic< 
not. then appear, that while they 
offer Chrifts Body and- Blood aa 

. honour of Saints and Angels, they 

mnie Cbrifi inform to Stints md. An- 

Thtj frtfer ihc Pofe before Chrijf, 
: for drifts Body,, when the Pope 
goethin progrefe, is fent before 
with the Baggage, and when the 
Pope is near, goeth out to meet 
him, while aU the Gallants of Km* 
attend on the Pope./. 43** 

% the im*ges t &e. —teaching 

their followers, that it is but one 

honour given to the Image, and 

the thingReprefentedby the Image. 

•>. -74?- .'•■■•''.;"■'. 

They fitB down, v&C P4nJ*s v£m- 
lint I. 2. telleth, how the Ambafla- 
dors of Sicily cried thus to the Pope, . 
Thou tfcat takeft away the fins ofcf 
the World have mercy upon us.— * 
Styfam-to G**pr 1$* calkliim/fr-- 
ptemtm tinmen in terris : They call 
- Km Vicar of Chrift, the Monarch 
©f the Church:, the Head, . the 
Spoufe , the foundation of '■■' the 
Church, afcribing. tt him moft blnf- 
fhemouflj the honour due to Chrift,$. 7*. 

They coafefsitldojatry to. give 
divine Honour to-Citotures/ But 
they give divine honour to theSa- 
cament, to the Crofcand to Images 
of tte Trinity, which, I hope,they:j 
will not ddhy to beJusatittes.,.. 



Tlie- 



The Btfnitfh ChurcH conififls of . Fat* is oFthmgs (as the Papifc 
c 4$tock o£ Infidels* f, i j, ; fiy » their Gatechifin ) only. pro- 

4 ' ? • • pofto to. us by theChurchs (o 

that if the Church propofe not to 

us die Articles of Faith, we are not 

to believe them, ifthete Menteach 

, . . truth. . Further this fhewetb* the 

' *■ ' ' ' J&mifoClmch <M0t(f 4P*ck^ef I*- 

$dHi\ for if toe fame believed not 
without theauthority oftheChnrch, 
then (he did believe nothing . of 
- Chrift,- feeing the Papifts acknow- 
ledge another Church but that of 
Mme, and no Church can teach it 
; !.»••• :.filf. J. 178. '•'.*' 

Scripture -and Fathers they read Spoken of the Schoolmen (not 
opt of all Papite) upon the authority 

;.'... • of TerdiniMoVeUofU6.f. too. 

z foa member of the Catholick - ; This Opinion he attributes to 
v Church (ehcy fey) •neither inward Cardinal BeUamln and -cites ^r Ec+ 
F,akh nor other virtue h required ; ckf.jmlk+.«*t.i<. 
but only that neprofefe outwardly 
' the Ronrifofteligion, and be fub- ' 
je&tofhcPope. '■'' ■ '■'"-: '_; 

r. They «ah» inoteGawieneetO'- " Tfymiy m&e.Ccitfc}t*ce y 6cc.is 
. abftain from fldh on JH<irr, than their curiofity in keeping the 4 Faft; . 
to murder Chriftians. .and their cruelty in maflacriDg . 

* - Chrifhans declares, f.ioy. v 

Divers points of 1 Popiftv Do- Hrtoftances in forbiddirig Mar- 
line are efpecially (aid to proceed riage, and commanding to abftain > 
ftom the^DeviL... >• -• fsttm meats, v?Wch be fays are- 

called to Scripture : Do&rines of 
Devils. f.» 13.- 

< ThittBePofift Chhrth latkne tt*e Wfkofti' thftt Ptftry iHrnttpfrinirus 
umf* abfurd' f dHd dmiuabk thjm the DoOrlm ^|/feht>m«t That Pafijfs , , 
that fofitikxtyhtld the heretical and fdfelX&tintt ofthe modem (^ireh' of VLome t 

■ <a»^jpfl^ &/2«^ in whieh-he-eii- 
cteavours tomake good ttiefecharges, how well let our Author confider 3 

■ hot- all mm will fee, -that this is cot Repicfenting but Difputingv 

This- , 



. This is abundantly jqpqfrxo givz fhcR&dai oft of 4e Protqfters 
booefty , iji^Keprefcmlng, $& bow little I am a>ncerped in thefe Qyt&L- ' 
tumlf fo^Prpt^tants WW /chafed thepofoihesitoHiPra&ces of 
Che Chinch of Seme with fiich cpnfequences Is they cannot jufHfie, wi- 
fer Proteftants difown fc, and Papjfts may confute it, if they pleafe, which 
will bea little more to thspflippt^ than to ay oat fo Tragically about 
; Milrepreiehting. . . . ; . . 

Bik to, ma^gopd thirchaEge of Mifreprefenting againft us, he con- 
cludes, with Lever^flaflGigeS out of the Homflies/roncerning the worfhip of 
Saints and Images. Now if oar, Church be guilty of MHreprefenring 
in her very. Homilies, which we are all bound to fubferibe, we malt 
-acknowledge our $vef*o^te1!^reprefenters. But wherein does the 
- MUreprefent^ion fonfitt? CK>they not fet up Images in Churches ? And 
do they not workup thcuo^F^vcihey not a great number of Saints,whom 
they worfhip with Divine Honours? The matter of fa& is plain and 
«Mfcfledi and trjefef^^^Church does not. MHJSPfciens (% ; So 
that the only Mlfienrdentatfcin' he can complain of, is, thathe doeiqpc 
likdthe judgment of our Chintrt about the worfhip of Saints and Images* 
and we cannot help that. This is the belief cftjurChufcjj, a«l tfcsis 
. our belief, and kt him prove tfsxo beMifccprbfentmin the, if he cas •> 
for tfiatis notproyrifliseilytar^csl^ : ..,..; 

Only I would gladTy know of this Author, what « lata die., judg- 
ment of the Church of EtigUui to-be. about the^jr/hip of Imaefc ? 
Whether it be Idolatry or not? If bethinks our Qiucch cha/fios tocfti 
with Idolatry in wodtuppjngftnages* : ( whfch 1 fiiRBofe te Means When 
he, cotaplains of Mifirorefenwttan, imd wefe aut fc«KT>aflages, wfckh 
look thit way ) mere is the authority of Dodor QMm againft htm fan-. 
kIs he has changed his mind lacd j ) who accufe Dr. St. with contradict- 
ing the Church of E-gUml in his charge of Idolatry upon the Church of 
ifo« ? and makes itacertaio n^t^ofJaoaikUmitpdo fo rand then how- 
ever we may ; l^,thc«g|« : t^-mi[repreient"the Qiurchof?«!<<:iBi'jfes 
•• fhargc of Idolatry,: we 90 not mifreprefent the Church otEngbmd'm it, 
which Is feme Jatisj&&ion to. us, jliat we are not MMreorefenters on both 
(ides. But thefe Men take great liberties in Reprefentmg the Faith and 
Doarines of Churches. In€^K«»ReigritheCbiifchQf£j«A»*<does 
iiot(^geth?Chuf<hgfif<«i« l .wifhKtolatry, in.thesex&*t»dlBe$$ though 
'* " 'Articles- and HofljtUes. be the fame ftiH: hat they deal with tee 
rchpf &&1/W+ no worie tharflcfaey.dcj withtbeir own Owrchj ia«aer 
„ *frtt*v6tK truly Represents, the Dcxariteef their Qwrch, in An- 
other a B^iftppf aw^i.attd.thpuih the Coupxil M-T*m tetot 

one 




■■:{■** 9* -■■'■- 

toitbc^wbr, tfePa^^fkaltdrsVwylQfwiSifflrt «na» 

b«4fa^.tbcinC35i^©ftheGa^oiidsattfc 
Our Aathe* k#k« ewefed ofe Proteftm ck**£ker (as p Jwft$PM . 

he calls it) of * -flflfif, W«6 A* tlwtjt locked *o» no *fer, fti£j<£ p 

eta* ^ k **»# Mifrefrekwtedy he falls a commending thezeaj i 7 T 
qf Pw«eftan»:igSBnftwch Popery wM. great caineftiidsancl 
paflkxv and thecdn we agree with him.: Ss beliW»iig.itto he 
very conHwndable $ and do not doubt ( as he lays ) tat 

theft \M*rtfrs retarded fylrOX, wh for not embracing thit Pofery 
gijfed the fay Txyd r bed l fm*b •* tfmtmt C«*fe y *ri tb*tti*> 
Trittmfhs /mdCrowm of Gfay t vktebmtitedfor them he Heeevim 
■mere npinfmpr Ho vk* thofe emped. nhfifffned wider Tfrxate 

■mr Dioclelka I agree with ma aub, &* thore %* «♦ .**** of 

ztn^ i«^^dif^eement } that there km mcejp^ of kfefe^ 

Jivtfion.% tb*t Proieft*** **d P4fijt nutynete Jbfkf hindty *nd by one 

JteftriftU* clife into *• Body i 4ttdjejnin4fair and mitA+h tor* 

vfc*dm*s For if {as he fays } there is do Papift, hot will 

&vt kiphmifortht mer fpffrefftng tb* fadcf Pefery, I (ccoq P> i« 

rearon. why they may not joya in C^ommanioh with the 
Church of £<gi<«4 whiehhflsfBpprdlbd'it. Bat I am no* of 
tis mind, that all the Strife hm benye&mr* imd\ for the 
Pifp^e has been alwdttheW«rflup of Saints, and Images, 
about; Tran(hl^Mii£ioa r -woifeipping the Hoft, Commu> 
nfao ifii one kind. Service ia an tinkiawh Tongno the aQT 
ftojrjtyandtifciifetff 

aaace, Indulgences, Purlatory, the Pobes Suppemacy, and 
fc^ral pthermaterial<fi«rences5 wruchareibmethingnaore 
than-a meer Word y. will they now partwkh all there- Do* 
brines- «nd Prafticesiii/fe* **er bmiebm informedkrgreite #»W 
^■*wfiW*/*^hflttheiittHfeand eviltenddicyof thefethings- 
iR?iNp ! by nonjeafiftthexiViil retain all thefe Doftrinesand; 
fyal&esuULbttt will f^nioonceand abhor all that evil, which; 
Proteftants charge tbemwioV .They will pray to Saints, and 
worfhip Images fHll, bat they will abhor all Hearhoiifhldolar 
tryinfiichW^rfliip^^^tWhatreafonistrus-forF^otcAants 
tejpyn witb.tbetoia©ne]GopfimHniOiJ, while they retain the: 
fame Faith and WorWpi.whieh atfficft made a f eparadon ne-- 
G9flfary,3nd. we retain the fame opinion, of thori Faith and ; 
Wgrihipywhich evet webad?. If Baptfofae the feme, &Efo- 
Opftams.. cto teoae, that ever tbey : wece*. if Separation were 
, , - * once: 



c 

*' 
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fence ncceifery, fuitly it is fo ftill. What change li there 
now in Papifts,- which was not before, that fhould now in* ' 
vite us to embrace their Communion ? Yes they abhor- all 
that which Prc*eftants call Popery. Thisisgoodnews, bat ; 
. Jet us a little betterunderftand it. Do they aHior the Wor- 
fhtp of Saints and Images, and the Haft? Do they abhor 
. the Doftritfcs of Tnan(ubftantUtkm, Penanc«s, Indulgences, 
ftirgitory? Do tney f(en^nin^tliePo|«S*ipreinicy,eJ'«. 
no iudv matter .' but they, abhor thofe Opinions, which Pro- 1 
tcftancs have of the fe things^ did they men ever belfctfemar. 
thefeDo&rines and Practices were fo bad, asProteftauts al- v 
ways did, and to this day*fayibey are?' if hot, wbatchange 
is mere in them, that mould invite us now -to a reconducti- 
on* Did Proteftants feparate from Papifts, becaufe they be- 
lieved, that Papifts thought Idolatry lawful ? If not, why- 
is their abhorring ['Idolatry, while they do tlje'fame.thtogs,. 
that ever they cud, a furotient reafbn for a re-union? Sup-' 
- •"- pofe .fbme C^mmoii-weaWis-nien,. who take up*Arm$ a-'. 
gainft the /King,, mould cell the Royalifts, who fight foPhinV 
that they have^ll this while miftajceh one another^ fhatfop' 
their parts they: hate Rebellion, as much" as they tan do, and 
;have teen greatly riufteprefcnted'by- thofe who have called 
them Rebels ', tbtfirift b*t$tt* «*j dtp -* wnl, and there-; V 
fore it is time for them aow tajoynall together^ hot ih'tfcifc \ 
doty toitheir Prince, but in oppofing him »• mdugft I dare-" 
not fmile at our Author forbear of his difpieafiire againYyetf 
I iaacy a good Subject would entertain fuch arpropo&l with 
a verydifaainful fmile. . • i 

• Add therefore as for mHreprefenting, our Aothor may 
complain on till he is "a weary ; but- he-cato -never prdve us'. 
to be Mifteprefenters, while they fUU own that Faith and 
Worfhip, which we charge mem with, and if he thinks we 
.cenfure their Do&riaeand Wormtp loo feverely, lit himvin- • 
xiicate it, when he can. - " • • 

In nwRfply I cohfidered, what were>the faults ofhistwo-* 
fold.Giara&er of «* fP&ift mtfr^r^ntedjmd-u^ifimeAj and ? 
mall:nowbrieftyexamine,whathe'faysto it. ". 
. As;for.the CharaCler of * Papift mifreprefitnted, T dbfer-' 
ved, i. Shake jmtfucb tlmgt.intt the Ctmrt&ir, as m Man in 
kis#ht.evfr.chargedtb(».ifith; texbatPdfiJb ive- m$efmUte<£ 



ji heir Sermons, which tkeym abk't* Httderftand, or that't^ey hefdit 
/awful- to commit Idolatry $ ^ that the Pafift believes the Pope. t a be kix 
great God, and to be far* abw* all Angels, which the Anfwcm* Calk 
Childijh and wilful miftakgs. And yet ( fays the Protcfter, f. 19, > 
fAg/J v«7 r Jb7f£r 4/w^ in ixprefs terms, and others far more abfurd, 
*wefcc charged on them, as isfhewed above \ that is * in the QjIOtati-: 

ons oat of the Arxfcbilbop and others; But I can fee no fodt 
thing; Onlefs the Stfrmuin nmia^uixafrit^^SUfbundi^ih^ 

* 5. ) fighifie that the Pope is their great God, and then Imuft 
beg his pardon, that I did not think any Man in his wits fo filly, 
ask feems fotne of their own great Divines have been, for this- 
is not a Proteftant* bat a Ptipifh reprefentarion ef them. 

* 1. -Hbond- feult, $fy* the Opinions cf, Proteftants concerning P* Reply,;.*. 
fijh Do&rines andPr*&ice*j andthofe ill confidents winch aire charged 

and juftly charged ttfon them, are fttt into the Char after of a Pafifi 
mifrefrefemed, as if they latere his avowed HaEhine and Belief For 

whofoever gives aChara&ejr of a Papift, ought only to repre* 
feat, what his Faith and Pradice is, not what Opinion, he, who 
gives the Character, has of his- Faith and Pradice: for this doea 
abt belong to the Character of a Papift v but only Signifies hfi 
own private Judgment, who -gives the Chara&er; while we 
charge Papifts onl^with matter of Fa&,wbat they believe and 
what they pra&ife, this is a true Qiara&er, and no Mifrepre- 
fearing* but if we put our own Opinions of his Faith and Pra* 
^ke into his Charfcfter, this is MiTrenrcfentin^ becaufea Papift 
has- not the fame Opinion of thefe things, which w« have, and 
this makes it a falfe Chara<aer. v 

To this the Protefteranfwer$--Mo. - ' &isis-apxetfyffee*latm 

quarrel I^onfefs,and mfohtriefer&edljfind ream fare, were it our bufmefk 
to confide*, the du* method cf wfrcfyfirnktiuL in the abftra&.i But as out 
prefeat cotKernfidMds^e's'a^ua^^cat. toft for coding Uhk wrong fla,cK 
for what ba&ih*Au^ Rules I 

Tie did not intend to mlfrefrefent assy JPiu$> v 5[feisVeryple^{ant I a 

Man, \vhouQder^estomkeawa3ter$; knot bound to con* 
ikterjWhataChara^Stefis, norwhatixlon^to.i^preftntiog, nor 
nrifrepcefenting. Any* Man would ha^ve thought fa iodeed, wh* 
had read his Chara&er s, but I never expe&ed, that he fliould Have 
faid fo. frit he did not intend to mifref^ifmt a#t Eoa% and therefor* 
had nothing to do with thofe Rules v but he incettded, it feeifl$> 
to rive an accdunt* how Papifts aretntfisprefented by Proteftantsi* * \\.% 
and therefore ouAt?toha«euaderftood, whatis Mifreprefencing> 
fcyl notice cattaLthat Mkg-eprefoitingrWiiidiisnotr • . ; 4 
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But his Province ( he fey s) was only to draw fifth the Chara&er tf# 
Papifi; as it is commonly apprehended by the Vulgar er the Multitude* 
with the common prejudices and mifiakfs that generally attend fuch a no- 
tion. Now I would fain kpow, whether this Character, as it lies in the 
Peoples he Ads i is diftingui/hed into antecedents and confequents$ vhe+ 
ther they j when they hear one declaiming again ft Popery for committing 
Idolatry, as bad or worfe than that of the groffeft Heathens, worshipping 
Stocks and Stones for Gods, difiingui/heth between the De&rine of the 
Papifrt) and thefe interpretations and conjfeqkences charged again fi it, " 

?t 2J% ■ Thus in ftiort he tells US, The CharaSer of a Papift Mifrefre* 

fented was intended only \ a* the -Author express him f elf in his intro* 

duftion, for a Copy of Popery as painted in the imagination of the Vulgar, 

, . and if it be conform to that, it is exaft jindperfett *, and ifx there be any 

faults in it, the blame muftfaH on tbofe, who drew the Original. This 

is the fum of his excute for putting fuch things into the Cbfc- 
ra&er of a Papift Mifreprefented, as do not belong to Character-? 
making, nor are in a ftrift and proper fenfe Mifreprefentations* 
, That the common People,, who do not diftingiiifh between An- 
tecedents and Confequents, have fuch an idea and notion of a 
Papift, as lie has defcribed in the Chara&er of a Papift Mifre? 
reprefented. Well, fuppofe this, how does this mend the mat-* 
ter ? If his Character or a Papift , Mifreprefented, be no mifre r 
prefentation, then, our People, who have this notion of a Par 
pift, arenotMifreprefenters. Now this is that* which I under* 
took to prove in my Reply, That there is nothing of miftepf&t 
fentation, properly fo called, in his Character of a Papift Mifre? 
preferred $ It is a falfe Character indeed, becaufe tit contains fuch 
things, as are not matters of Reprefentatk>n,but of Di(pute, and 
fhereforeddnot betoi$toaChara£ker;but feparatematters of Fa& 
from matters of Gtoiaiofi and Difpute;as I have particularly done in 
my Repfy>adtt the Character of aPapift Mifreprefcntedcontains no 
matter of Fa&> excepting fome vety few ttoMs,,but what the Cha? 
Easier of the Papift Reprefented owas. And therefoie as far as it 
can be called aChara6ter>it is a true one. And if this Cashe fays) be 
a Cogy of Popery as fainted in the ituaginaHen-ef: tkeYulgar,$\z Original 
can have na mow of roi&eptefentatioaia it^than the Copy has. 
But though the Protefter does acknowledge, that there is a 
seal difference between Reprefenttng the Doctrines and Pradices 
of Papifts , and declaring our ^ own Judgment and Opioioa 
tu^ concerning* them , he fufpe&s the People do not £Jfaguifh ber 

tween Antecedents and Con f events , between the » Bo&rincs of this 
Papijlt and, tktfk interpretation* and, '. W*feqfieuc<H &&ged on it* 
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They ;fw*tt&* *U d$wj greedily in the. Itemfe dtfecedehts and Cm- 

&V*" ts &' **»* »**b tfjtef * *& ** ****. But yftm does he mean 
*y this ? that any Proteftant People are fo filly as to think 
:hat Papifts believe as bad of their own Religion, as they be- 
ieve pt it ? That Papifts believe Idolatry to be lawful, as 
*e tells us in the .Chara^ of a Papift Mifieprefented •, pr 
that they bejieve the. Worthip of an Image to be Idolatry ? 
no, I aflure him, ow Pfeopfe are taught, what Popery is in 
its genuine fpiiy y a$ hsfpeaks* they know in ibe ihoft matfiT 
rialpoirfts, what the Do%ine of the Gfeutch of Rome i$ b #*£ 
aretflighc, what to think of : it $ and when th£y hear or read 
pur Difputes agaitift the Church of Rme^ tliey are oot fo weak 
jas to believe, that ; we: aa& Papifts, have tbe fame OpiniiPPi 
about Worftiippiig -^nK ^Jnmefc >4ad ; ;the Hoft, .#r f 
and therefore are not in danger of! affixing fuch Opinions po 
Papifis^s they bear us charge on Pop6ry. So that this is a very 
iieedlefe fear he Is in, and if ijotbuKelfe bindets; he may fas he 
promifes ) reform htsQiarafter of a Papift Mifieprefented. 
. I araft cpnjfefit we^arc pretty .ppfitive in declaring to oqr 
People the evil and danget of Popery. We tell them what 
we think of it, not as thinkjngj^ifics dbubtfulnefs and un- 
certainty, but an afluued; perfwafion founded on Reafon, Scri- 
pture, and the beft Authorities: as he complains, tb& we g$ P 2U 

bcyend thinking^ and infteadtf fqjingw: thinly faw* pofitipefy fay f 

£* it is. But if we are in the right, thereis no hurt in thi$,atid 
jwe-fhaU believe {q, till they can. prove, that we are in the 
.wrong •, we dp fljp* indeed pretend talnfeilibilky ,hut we think 
;our (elves as certain, asthpfe whPdo. 
I This is the fum of what he fays in defence of his Cha- 
ja&er. of a Papift Mifreprefented, that though he acknow- 
ledges my diftin&ioa to be jpod between Matters of Difpute 
and of Repitffentation $ andconfequently that his Chara&er 
0f a Papift Mifreprefented has nothing of mifreprefentation . 
in it, truly fo called 5 yet he fays ? this is the Idea of a Papiit, 
as it is commonly apprehended by the Vulgar, who do not 
diftinguifb between Anteceefentsand Confequents, but what- 
ever they h hear laid of Popery, they take to be "the Faith of a 
Papift, without diftinguiming what it is the Papifts own, and 
believe, and pta&ijfe, and what guilt Proteftants charge them 
with for. fhus believing and doing .-/that when they hear the 
Papifts charged with Idolatry for Worihipping Images, they 
asy^lythwk, ti)at Papift*. believe Idolatry to be lawful, ajf 
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rifey do, that they befeveit lawful to WorBiip imaris If 
there be any among wfe vmfiUy, 1 dari-firy, thty cW *& 
ther Read nor Write,-and ttertfoee he wight bsw Tpared hk 
pains mwriang and printing Chftraaersfor drtsn r and if hii 
Charter of a Papift(a$be6ysybe^atbt thought of a E* 
pft, while he hanftlf was a ft-oteftaac, it-feefts he tvas in ft, 
Very low difpoifiownthen, and ceurd not tentfetf *«**$& 

<**, though he mow improved oft® a 'Writer©? Chsraaert V 
ttid anay they petec have any wifer Cohmtk ftoweve* thli 
does plainly yjddihe canfe that the Proteftatit Clergy, and- 
todttftandtog Gwtry and laky ,who can diftfogaifc between: 
Antecedents ahdConfeButtits,atej!B Mifopefentefsi^Hd as 
Mother* we/^tbey^ 

terson ttexfttertim'wptommbwtmwts. 

and whatthefaaltsoftfcaa*,, Nowiheceneralftuk is,tSfc : 
wher*a*one tnfcht *eafon&bJyexpecVthat the* ihoald be 
fotnetiiSBrtiicebttvsBewi theClwraa**;of a Banift Miireftre- 
fenteAaftdof a WuJ.Rflpre&nted^afldhetia^ iendeavou* 
00 make. h^Read©* believe, Aatthereis, yacin thahthereS. 
norffiinmoftp»«ofrf»Chaiaater. ^»whwdoesiftHaiyb5 
longtp Reprefentatiou.that is, all matter of Eaa, is the feme 
m both. For, u He having pat the Opinions of Ptoteflanr* 
£fl<£rning Btfpifc ©odtSeTaad pJSS^ioS Zcffi 
gerof a Bapifr Mjfoprefented, as if they <\mt his ^owrt! 
poanne and 6eM> m the t €haraaw of i Papift &*#- 
tented he, denies, jhat .he beheves thofe Intertofctattens atid . 
Confoqueflcesv and thishe might very eafriy do,becaofe(as 
fie objerves,/. *^.)j» *«# ch*gu idm mtitiatitii^and whee^ ' 

as he fays, tkenhecontpamim Bod?) andhr.bof* theri,ii *»?*&, . 

toft*, he is foferjn the right * hat-hisifaqhrfeitbathelim* 
poles upon his Reader, with an. appearance of- a Mtfieprefei* 
tation, when there is none y and by hisr okaying" thattfafcy be* 
teve fuch things, would perfwade, the Worid, that Pro«, 
fonts charge Papnls with belteviag aU thefe ill things them* 
felves, which we fay of thdr I&thaftd Worft#saTighthat 
he was hard put to it, to find out fome Proteftatt Mlfreprelerf. " 
rations of Papifts. AndxAsforiMtceroft^twhi^iatorie^ 
is proper, for a ChansSter, k*.g«M*$/tj#*/s rt* mifmes m& 
%f>c« ** charge them with\ and his fcyiog, h*»co*ld;Ks pof. 



■{■«■>. 

j^rprtf*fi:*WM ufo»wiw*rh*d fei& ; 

in my Replft that we charge thctn with believing n©thing,b« 
what they cxpwsfly proftfs to bdicve ) is nothing to the put* 
pofe 5 for it is not abfofcjtely what we charge than wth, but 
what he himfeif makes ts charge them with in his Chara&er . 
of* PapiliMifreprefented, and calls us MHrepreftntm fordo* 
iagfcv i^theowns incbe Clmra^terofaPapi/lReprcfente^ • 
as I particularly fhewed in my Reply * now the queftion is * , 
why > he calls one Chara&ef a Mifrcptefentatioo, and the other 
a.Reprefentation, when the matter of Fa& is tbelameinboth? - 

But then (3;) I obferved, that in feme cafes he difems that u 
Alt the dtftrine and belief of their Church, which manifefily isf*y„ 
And has been freved en them r beyond aMjwfdiUt] of a fair Riftyy 
i$ the learned Anfwtrer. To which he Anfwers : then fir alt hi* 
*mrd y we are infime cafes charged with mere than we exfreflj fr*~ 
fifs n believe. But he muft know we do not take the prefdft- 
on of the Roman Faith from every w:ivateChara(2er maker, . 
bat from the authentick Records of thdr Church 5 and if 
they deny what thdr Church teaches, and requires them to 
believe, it is not indeed their Faith, bat yet it ought to be (a: 
ahdthoui&heaey huff z^nmeifefilj smifrevh^r I fufpe6l, 
be will take a little time before he brings it to the TryaL 

This is afufficient anfwer to his freftv complaint of Mifie- 
prefentations. I nowprocecd to the fecondparc of the Repl£ , 
ll^e roleof ftoeRepr^entingv or the Rule whereby theDo- 
^triaie of the Church of Reme is tsobekhowiu He appealed fo 
the Council crfTf^^nd theOiteehife^^r^iw, andthefe 
I acknowledged to be authentick Rules y but fince Catholick 
Divines differ about the fenfe of the Council and Gatechifm r > 
thequeftion is, Why we nmft wefer his fenfcof the Council i 
and Catechiftn before Cardinal BeB*mm$> or any other Di- 
vines of Note and Emiuency in the Cburch of £em+t who » 
lived fince the Council of 7ftr»f^and may be prcfumed to 
onderftand the meaning of it, as well as the Reprrienterj 
and therefore to remove this difficulty ki^iteia&ons tie 
appealed to the Btfbop d Condom,, as the Authentick .Expo- 
toor of the Council iKiCatechifin, and told us^ how his > 
'Ifeokhad teen approved by many Biihops, and Ordinals , , 
tod by- the prefent Pope himfeif, and therefore has the ^*^ 

tbority oi^hei Se*rdjpjblic& * v 

, To this J anfwered k mpRferiy (£4*$ thatthe atttfla* 
tion^given tfeGurifi^' Aft^^ 
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iktr to that given to the BiiHop of Cmdm't Bxpofitibn of &#> 
©o&rine of the CathoKck Church •, that it was 4 Dedicated co 
Pope J/*ftw y. and that with the Pojtes leave aod good li- 
king, wtiich is not much inferior to a tetfimonial under the 
Popes hand \ and why then are not Bellarmins Cootroverfie* 
as authentick a rule for the Expbfidon of the Catholick 
faith, as the Biihop of Condoms? But tothishethoughpfii;to 
infwer nothing. • \ • i •• 

And whereashe preopds that the Popes appsobaaoogives 
it the authority of the ApofhAic\ See : I acquainted him outof 
JMelchkr Conns ; That the name of the Apofkolkk^ &* J#* "°t\fig* , 
nifie the fope in his private capacity, but in his Chair, or doing fmh 
.things, and t* fitch a manner , as belong to the Papal Chair ', thfit */ v 
not giving bis own private fenfe, bnt proceeding in Council with the 
advice of good and teamed Men*, and therefore that is not Jo he 
^accounted. the Judgment of the Apofiolicl^ See, which is given only 
by the Bi/kop of Rome, privately, molicioufly, and inconftderjtefyp 
mr with the Advice onfy if fame few of Ids own mind, tat what he 
determines upon a due examination of the thing y by the* advice and 
.Ceunfel of many wife Men. 

c To this the Protefter arifwerst/w* it is only a% ungrounded 
*■!•*• and i U-turned confluence, ft Mt \ becanfe that is not to he accounted 

-the judgment of the Apoftolick. See, which isgiven only by the Fope , 
privately, malitnesefty, and inconfiderately, or. with the advice only of 
-fime few of his own mind, therefore this learned ? relates Expejtit- 
*m of the CatbolictiFakbist'o be thrown by, 'as of w> Authority $ fo 
tfhat our Replier has here concluded without unj\ more ado, that the 
approbation of this Bookjvds only given privately, mahcioufiy, in- 
r canfideratefy, or elfe with the advice only offome few of the Topes 
Jown mind, othermfethe Conference will not hold* /But I thpught 

• jCi»ur.had told is,*, what was neceflaryxo artke the Popesaft- 
jfrobation die judgment of theApoftoUdtSee, 4s;vvell a* what 

binders itfroukbeing (b. That the Pope muft .give judgment 

according to the due form apd method of proceedings be^ 

longing to the ^oftolick Chair, in full Council, after due ex$- 

- miration, and with theadviceof many wife Men. Now J 

; only defireuto know,; whether the Pope in a foil Counql cf 

f Ordinals, did give judgnfenc ex Cathedra, that the Biihop 

of Condoms Book was a true. Exposition of the Cattolkk 

Faiths For if he did not, though the Popeand.ail .his Cardi- 

• mis, ihould fingly for thepifelves live their own private judg- 
ment and approbation of it*, according to Conns hi$ rple, it jp 

not 



nowhe fudgmenrof the Apoftolick See 5 for it is a pri vatr 
judgment * whether it be malfcious or not, -which: I was 
fo Far from concluding without more ado. that, as the Proteftcr 
, obferves, I did not (0 much as tranflateit, ( though I put k 
in the/Latine Quotation in the Margin, which is an argument 
I did not defignedlv conceal it) becaufe I thought it was need- 
fcfe to my purpoie : and. yet the Conference holds good , 
without it,if it be not a jqdgment ex Cathedrajt is not the judg-r 
inent of the Jpofiolick^ See, which was all I intended to proves 
and our Author iahis lone harangue has faid nothing to prove 
that it was> nay i$ fo far from that, that he avoided the very 
mentioning of that, becaufe he knew not what to fay to it; 
Wtfilitiouflj and inconfiderdtefy werepretty words to defcant up^ 
on, but die Cathedra choaked him. 

The. truth is die priiiripal Commendadbn^ which is given 
to the Bilbop of Condoms Book, is, that it is a new way of 
dealing withiHereticks, and that which they hope maybe 
- more efiedtualthanDifputing has been* but«there is none of 
them, that make it the Rulfe, much left the only Rule of 
the Catholkk Faith. Cardinal de Bullion acquaints Ordinal 

Bona, that there arefme(dXld he fpeaksof Catliolicks) who find Card. Bb*d& 

fime fault in it v and Cardinal Sigifinond Chigt in his Letter to IcctCR 
the Abbot of Pangea*, though he highly commend? himv 
yet is far from allowing his Book to be the Standard of ^. 

the 4 CathoBck Eaith, or ihe Audientick interpretation of the 

Council jaf Trent f when lie tells- tlie Abbot, certainly it war 
never his (Condom*/*) intention to give the interpretation of the 
Tenets of the Council, but ontj to deliver them in hh Book^right- 
kf exflicatedy in fwh forty that Hereticks maybe convinced : that 

5, he did not allow him to interpret the Council, but com- 
wends, liira for. dealing with Hereticks in-a new, and, as he? 
thought* more^advantageous method, than had been former- 
ly ufed *, and to this purpbfe the Pope commends him, that hit 

Expofoion of the Catholic^ Faith contains fucb BoEtrine* and is com* 

- pfid infuch a method, and with fo mush prudence, that it is thereby 

Undred proper to inftruEl the 'Readers clear I) in few words, andtv 

extort* even from the unwilling, a confeffion cf th§ Catholic!^ Faith\ 

Mow to me this deems to fall very mort of making the Bifhop* 
Expofition*the Authentick interpretation of the Council ' o£ 
$reut •, . that what ever the Bifhop ofCondvm (ays, is the fenfe 
of the Goqncil, mud be acknowledged to be fo, though other^ 
asgpcxl Catholick-Divines r .as ; famous. in* their Generation, 

and' 
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and whofe Books bawbeen received with astmiverGl aw»o2 
bation, are of another mind * and which fignifies a little with 
41s Protectants, where the plain words and reafon of th« 
Council is againlt him. 

I would delire our Author to tell me,whether the Pope,fvhea 
he approved the Bifliopof Condm'% Book,did at the fame time 
condemn Cardinal SeSormins, or thofe other Divines and 
Schoolmen, who give fuchadMferetk explication of the Coun- 
cil of Trent, from what this Bilhopdoes* if hedid not, what 
••andwiw.h« he given tothfeBtpofiijon, more than anyother 
Cathokk Doctor may c!»llenge ? Why may we not, if we 

i pleafe, follow BeHarntin, OLSnarez. or Vafque^ or Cajetan as 

wellas Cot/dm ? Our Author thinks it the morteft and eadeft" 
way to deade this Controverfie whether hehave truly Repre- 
ss 1 * Fa . id l ?u? J^? by aakh S an Experiment : 
Thus he<x>ncluded his Refle&ions, >. i* Do fat jo*, or any 

Friend for jm{ though I did not know before, that the 
Church of Seme would admit Proxies in the profeffion of 

OUT F««h) give your affenp to thofe picks' of Faith, as 1 
have Jtefrefenud it, in the very form and manner u I have fated 

• rthem, in that Charalter of a Pafifi Repefented*', and if MPonyourrt- 
qneft, jo* art net admitted into the Communion of the Roman C*. 

. .tUichs, andevnte^tp believe aright in aU tkofc faints, tk then 
■ confefs, thatJhaveahnfedthemrU,thatmygefnfentintisA0i 

vetehgthe. Faith jfjk*P0. To thislanfivered 4a mV 
Reply, £ 40. ^U did believe that his Representation was 
- & e S a - lth °* * ?&& PW""B- "** concerned the depofing 
Do&nne. and feme few other points, which I had before 
fiatticulajty remarked (not that this is the whole of what 
PapHts believe,. buj that it is right as &r as it goes) but v»# 
did not like his Fajrh fo well, as he had Represented it, as to 
make the experiment This I thought had been anfwep 
enough for any reafonabfe Man, but in his Anfwer to the Re- 
ply, he is ftiiljor new experiments, as being math eafier than 
-ami pro. ^Ww&wrach he does notlike, and now the trial is, 7h*if. 

Articles Of Faith) lh m judged fnficUnt^anaiifiod di rto theft 
joints, to he received mo the Communion of the Soman CathoiichA 
then he wi« grant, that J have reaj 'on to charge the Reprefenter not to 
have done hit. fart in theft fartiettbrs, that IS, not to have truly 

RepKfefljgddKFaitrvofaPapift. . r .... ^l 
• ~ ' Now 



-^Novrm SJWef to this, Ibegliislc^thatliBay takciity 
Mm too in making Propofals, and I mil do. it mety graarcty^ 
wkhont the fcaft Smile, finer! foe, he isofenried ark, and 
that is this. Suppofe I fhould refolve to be a thorough-paced 
Papifr, and inftead of aflentingto hh Reprefentatfon, Jhouttt 
rtther chufe that Reprefentation, which Cardinal Bclfrf* 
*w*e has made of theFakh of a.Papifr, who does noc^mincd 
Aetiiatter as to worlhtpping Tmages, airi playing torSaii^ 
tod tfttftiftg in their aid and affiftance Ghr, < whotrfakei the 
Pope's Infallibility and .his Depofing Power an Article, of 
Faith J ilfcmld I be thought fufficientljr qualified, as to thefe 
Ppints ( wherein the Cardinal expreflj contradi&s and con-t 
demns our Author's, apd the Bifliop of C<w<W/ Reprefenta-* 
fcion) to bfe received into the Communion of Roman Cat bo* 
licks ? If I (hould (and I will venture the Protefter toTay, that 
I fhould not ) then if his Argument from Experience be good y 
k is plain, That Cardinal BeUarmne has made a true Repre- 
fentatkm of the Roman Catholick Faith j and thus we have 
Experience for both fides, for Cardinal BdUrmnc, and for the 
Bifhop of Gmionu, and our Reprefenter ; and yet it is fome* 
what llran^e, they (hould be all true Reprefenters, efpecially 
in thofe points, wherein they contradift each other. 

This the Bifliop of Omdom was aware of, and therefore 
concludes his Book with a*Caution againft it to thofe, who 
fliould think fit to anfwer it. That it would, he a witting the 
defigntf this Treatife^ to examine the different Methods' which . 
Catholick Divines makgnfe cf^ to cftablifh or explicate the DoftrweCondom's Ex- 
ef the tyuncil-of Trent , anttthe different Confeqnences, whichM?*}** 
particular Dottors ham drawn from it. Which is a plain Con- 
feflion, that other Catholic? Divines do not agree with him 
in this Method, nor allow of thofe narrow Bounds, which he 
has let to the Catholick Faith , and therefore it was wifely. 
done of him to perfuadehis Anfwerers, to take no notice of 
any fuch Disagreement, and it will be a great peice of Civili- 
ty and good Breeding in them notto do it } but how other Ca- , k 
tholick Divines will take this, I cannot tell. >, 

This is enough in ail Confidence concerning the Bifhop of 
Condom's Authority, whfch I muftftill fay is nothing, whe n 
we fpeakof an Autfientick Rule of expounding the Catholic^ 
Faith, in which fenfe x>nr Author appeals to him ; though 
we wUl allow him the Authority of a wife and prudent map " 
: • . . • , £ . ' whofe 
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Writer* ; and Jchcafoce the PrWcftdr hat no tfpfoji to c^at* 
plain (as he does |K i7*)/o£ « wrttorit l^»/ ^H 
* Rt*ftmri& kubis. matfitrt ^nd vrhoetfer ddire* a more par i#^ 
br . account afa^ fu&:tlw& 

Qkiridut T^iawpfaar;v^bich ate:;g|yeadl^iHSr»()ftfc*: if Jie£fr 
attafoiiabteanan* qrc^ find Satis fadiOn in ;tbe Prc&ft?f9th« 
ktcAnfwertD ArBifliopof Coir^Awt. . _ : it i * - . • . 

Batute truth is r I know no rcafort.tbdr* fo ftffirall this? 
Dispute*; Ltotd cbe Reti«(5tar ibcfore^tMit fcftfk Jl«t ^Orc to 
Fairn; xhpii£h'i*wr3 a$hc'hfa$^q?afrat?rf iC:i*iboi*i4> we a^ 

a tfapift ttfprcftBOedj to boratain chfc tcufc Catjiblick Fwijh>\$84 
tfat this is the .whole of: itfbat the Council of Trent \m <&-> 
termined , yet i cair nevferbc of thii Religion v jmd finee hd 
Wttsrkiot /fatisSadiiWkh ^ -bai*e telKrrg htia fo, t wjM.BfWft 
* g*teTbimfcn*r.ft^ 

k isi Idiflikea? Afa?tfrr*t&A4exkx tbeilace Bifcopiof C*n*>m 
his fixpohtion of the* Dhftrine of ' the Cfiurch : abo»t the Obr 
je& of worfoip 5 towo&tianof Saints/ and. worthip -of Ima- 
ge* y aftd take the flourishes of tas. ' introduction, lfito fhe 
bat-gato* And I chufe theft' Herffts ; becaufe*thtfe>are _tta 
matters , thereto he principally lppfcals to tH $ifhp£ of 
&Mdm> and abow wbich tally he his offered atiy ftbing liko> 
sn argument in his anfwer to my Reply i And I ant as glad to 
take any opportuaity of ufeftfl Difcourfe* as our jjUtbor 
fcera* cautions not to give any. And that neither he nor . .the. 
Btihop may have any occafian of garret* I fltoti ©Mtrye the 
Directions the Bifbop has given to tho&,who t thifik fit to *a- 
fvrer to his Treatife. : : - 

He tells us ; To urge any thing [olid again f this Treatife ( the 

CondanVHA^Eipofition) and which may com honx.tothi feint ft mnfi be fro*. 

/0/Tp. 51. W, that the Chnrches Faith is mt here faithfnlty exfomdid^ 
and that by AEts, vbhicbfhe forte Church. pits .obliged \\bprfilft*i 
metoi\ or dfeit nmft be jhaon 7 that Ms Etcplkation k«ves- att 
the Objections in their full forve^ and ag the tUfyntes Untouched - % or* 
in fine it mufi be precisely jhewn y inwhfit this Do&rme fobverts-tbc 
fmndations of Faith. As for the firft of thefe, k is done al- 
ready to my hand in the DoSrims md Araftjcvtfthe Church of 

* . ' Am* 
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-far v. I am now cOnwraejL Mmfim &&f&* J#B;Biflifl§*ilf 
matters of Controverfie. 

, t . . • S £ G rJT.» ...It'- •. > « -»- 
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r Ere it poffible to reconcile the Differences between 
! uranii the Church of Am* , only by a fair Repjre- 
ientatipn of matters in Controverfie between us v I -(hcml^ 
-thinkit ah admirable Defign.- and this being all the Author 
jfftfeQes. to intend, 1 cannot but highly commend his, good 
flkanip&unt.; whether he has. Ihewn lb much Skill -an&Judg- 
ment^ in undertaking a Defign, in its own mature impraAieaytf, 
I iball tea¥e to the Reader to judge, when he has fairly heaf^ 
&>th fifles/- Had I known no more of the matter, but that 
£he Reformation was beam by menirouglit up in theCommn* 
-nieoofthcChBrchpf Jtmt, and intimately acquainted with 
*tti JDoOxkiep and Practices of that Church ; that fope of 
i^feO)TmiptiGni,t)9thbefiaie and/finpe^have been complained 
trfhy meri of that Communion; that the Council tnTrtnt, 
whi^hwasjooi^c^duponthi$occafion,condemnsi)iany Do&- 
rises, of the Reformers* as contraij to theCatholick Faitfy 
obiguilty dfHereik^ that both before a$d after this Court- 
. ^ there faavebeen many V61ume*w*kwn, wd 'rmipy fine !?>& 
IfBtys jfactwcea Popifli ?nd Proteftant Dwib*£, wfco have, beqj 
men of as great Learning and true Underftrading in tbcfeinat* 
tec^-ak any* the Age has £r&k who^diti all this while ^elitirc^ 
thatiherq was a real and fubftantial Difference between, them * 
J%1, wilful confide thefethkigs, I ftiould not veitftire fqf 
the reputation £othto£ Paptftt and Proteftants^ ^pciafry of 
the Council of Trent, to lay,That.the Dil|>utehf»fceen vnfo& 
tout Words; that Papiils aod Proteftants^even the moft Learji- 
G&wtn amaBg,the«ih|^e«ift^fc« *achothc*s Prepbfitfoh?, 
ii-i'.ji • El and 



th& tfjefcnVtftyifo tfecftndle tbk ifcSeraJc^isTb to ffafe 

-tHe nwttfcr indicate, that Bapifts fcid-Prot^tanesmay ui> 

derftand eachother. 1 ''FdOobtnotbofcfieFce mei* otibothfide* 

' Amy have rtade this diffttenGetriuoii wfcter tfian dtis ; but yet 

•fuch a difference there b, as no ReprefeBting can cure, as I be- 

Kvewifl sippear by eoafiderkig Particulars. 

SECT. II. 

Tfvfe of the (Reformed: Religion acknowledge , thai 
the Cath&ick Church embraces aU tbt Fundamental 
Jrticlts of th Qmjlian Religion. 

THat the Church' of Ism does profefs t<> believe- all 
the Principal and Fundamental Articles of Faith, as the 
Bilhop affirms > I readily grant > but yet fhe may hold Fun- 
damental Errors y and deftroy that faith flie profeflcs, by o* 
ther Doftrincs deftruftive of the true Catholic^ Faith. That 
this is poffible, he cannot deny, for men may believe incon* 
intent Propofitions j and the Dedigu of his Book is fb taex- 
plicate the peculiar Doctrines of thp Church of Rom mJ as to 
reconcile ' them with the Fundamental Articles. of Faith v 
whiehr the Proteftant Explication of Popifh Doltrines con- 
tradicts and overthrows •, which had been a very needlefs Un- 
dertaking, were it impoflible for men, who believe all the 
Fundamental Articles of the Chriftian Faith , to believe any 
thing contrary to it. He might then have (pared his paint 
in vindicating and explaining particular Doctrines j for it had 
been evidence enough > that fuch Doflfinesand Practices da 
sot overthrow any Fundamental Article of Faith^becanie tbey 
are owned by that Church, which profefles to believe aU 
Fundamental Articles. 

. And therefore I cannot well gue&> what advantage he pro- 
mifed himfelf from this. We may fafely grant, that the 
Church of Rome believes all Fundamental Articles > and yet 
xharge her with fuch Dofttines and Practices, as deftroy and 
tear up Foundations. 

He oblerves indeed from M. D*Me , that we ought not to 
charge men with believing &ch Conferences, as tiicytbem- 

fehrc* 
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felrcs do formally rejeft ; nor do We charge any (uch thfog 
upon the Churctfqf po/w: bur ^M;pMe never* faid, that 
we may not charge mens Do&rines and Practices with fuch 
Conferences^ as they, who teach ttafeDodtriira^ difownj 
for AC&aitte Kiittfelf, in the place quoted by the J&hop, char- 
ges the Opinipn of the Lutherans, and of the Church of Rome y 
♦about the manner of Chrift*s Pirefence in the Sacrament, with 
* inferring the defirnOion of the Humanity of Jefm Gbrifi: and 
therefore the Bifhop concludes too much i when heinfers \ It 
if then a certain Maxim eftablijhcdamongftthem , that they nmft 
'• not in thefe cafes look^ npon the Conferences i which May be drawn Pa S- 
frmaDoOrm, but purely npm vmat he fwfofa and acknowled- 
ges, who teaches it. But the ufe^.I**^ makes of it, is only 
this. That when fuch ill Consequences, as mens Do&rines 
lire juftly chargeable with , have no ill influence upon Wor- 
1 fhip, or 2#he fpeaks, no foyfbn in them j if they dilbwn fuch ' 
Confequences , this ought not to break Chriftian Communion. 
And therefore, though no mail ought tobeYeceived into the 
Communion of the Church, whadenies the Humanity of Je- 
fcs Chrift^yet fiie National Synod at Charenton admits Luthe- 
rans to the Holy Table ; becaufe whatever might be infer- 
red from t heir Doftrine , yet they exprelly owned the Huma- 
nity of Chrift ; and this Do&rinal Conlequence was a meer 
Speculative Error, which made no change at all in Afts of 
Worfliipi but when the Confequeflces are not meer ly fpecu- 
: fative, but pra&icaK and do not lb much concern, what other 
v tten*beUfev^.afid think, as 7 what we our ill ve* are to ^io, as* it 
t is in'tjie Wqrihip tif Saints and Images, and the Hoft, &v. to 
fay^hat we mijft have 60 regard tcUConiequentet^f the Church 
difowns them, is to fay; that wetfraft not consider the nature 
and tendency of wnftftiotft, nor what; they are in God'lfec- 
count, but amy f what the Church thinks- of them :"• and there- 
fore though we wilKnot charge the- Church oft Xfone* with 
believing any Confequen€es,which lhe difewns ; y etif her Do- 
ftrihes and Pra&iees corrupt the Chriftfoh Fakh and War- 
tup, it is fit to charge her with fuch Corruptions ; and if 
the Charge be iuft, though (he difown : h,it yfrill jjiftifieour Se- 
paration«<a» her Qommiurion. 
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' , t^jgfaw Warflnf is terminated in God dwe* \ 

99 M " "T He accov8t.rf»:Bi(tefR ffW 9& '*& &^j^#w* 

"* * ; * : *fcjr « \#r ft) <?#4 */op<\tt **ry $WW.%n4P?tJjO(^9 

*\hatHcmfy}sf*#i0?*fy ^nhUu^ttgke if the Creator an% Lprdof 

: m- tkbguiwl itMwgt* IptmnyhaJltlx t<mrt<3f £ Sofa 

••: :. ' ; +yF«itb % #<fe,* WCik^^ At **¥* <doxe *. vAo fan render ms 

wppy by. the c^mmkation of op infinite Goad, width is him/elf. 

jBfli there aye* ttVttftoga; I except ^gainft i* tljis SeOipn, *s 

*jH>t fairly &mfa F*rft * cawerfliflg theextemr marhg of Mf- 

^ rrtwi-- ScofMlcHK* «0ilc&ttVQgf *e etrmnAting of Regions WorMf* 

As forthe firft, he fells us : This Xnterw Adwitfa y wkwfr 

we render unto God in Spirit and t in Trptb^ has its exterior marfe 

< of which the frintipdlu Sacriice^ wkUhcamot be 'offered to any but 

. to God :■ And Wth f efpeft to the ftcqpd,|he tf Ik \\%y The/vip 

.Church fetches j*^ that^U Reiigicpt Ww$ip ought to terminate in 

m God,ai iume/Jtryfadi and thai ifjj^fioii^r^ whifhfarw- 

•. 4ers to the JSkfed Virgin y*nd*0 the Saints y may in fome fence Ife" 

tailed Religions, it is far its neceffary ration to God, ^ ' 

The Biihop very wf U J*n$w % tjiat this i£ the main Seat if 
the Controver fig bet weflf* p$, agd had be intended by his. $£- 
-ppgtfoq, to have put aa^t^oiiMr/pitpjltesf he, AouEl^fe 
- t^e^ a Jktleoiflre^fQ.aj^ut tljfsjpojnt };$r atf ^e has f awpr 
r ftajed it, he ha$ left the master juQ: ashe found it., / We fey , 
/that all Religion Worfidp^gh^ gqt only to t^mimteinGod\ as its 
- tH€€J}ary End % bfil tfet Qfld is {be; me a^d ^mediate Qbjp& pf 
. a^eUgious W^e&ftjW 1 that ,we : fSJ#:JWT&ip 9PJ* ^£d$s 
&?<? 4 late hira,as our. $avi9i$ ,egpquBds the taw. 7 T^i&w w^t#4* 
Tr*ff ef the ■ Lotdthy po^ and^ym only JkaJt then fawtj \ ^attfi..*,, We h&ip 
objeH of Re-, always dewed any r-elatiyeWorfhip to be iieio fireatupe$if(jr 
ligtous mr~ to worftipCreatiires ); :is to pake ttaro Go^s, pnd^i$iM>J». 
^^' jiour to the Suppeinp Qo&fip advance Ws owq Greatui^s to u- 

„ vine t^g^s^.ripbefljfttT^tbough iaferioc^ Gods 4prV^» s 
fa kc. We fay, all external Aifts gf .^Mgigu^ Woffliip, are pe- 
culiar and appropriate to God^ as well as Sacrifice^ for finCe 
we mull worlnip none but Cod, whatever can be called Religi- 
•VtjjWfci&ip muft be given to none befides himj and the Bilhop- 

has 
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^hasJ«^ea& plainly intitomauer; Heftys.tbat SKrificfecain 
bs dffftcd to none bat God , but he has not told ut v what hor> 

k tten^iofJodicrtXtet^Aasof Worftiip, wtehcrthcy may 

' be payd to forae excellent Creatures j for fince Sacrifice is not 
a JlaturalbutiaftitutedWorfhip i if nothing but Sacrifice is 
pcoitidr.tGL<&od r then allmerpat natural Worlhipis commdtf 
to GeHjcnd ;Cr«aturc8 ,. and'tlfen in the ftate of nature, there* 
cauld)btuofktoerral and.Tifible Difference, between the worir 
fcipi of God and creature** nor bad there been any under the 
Oosfpeiiieither, had lust Ctoift instituted bis laft Supper, which 
the €Mrchj of Rm? bat transformed -into a -Sacrifice of hi* 
BatttvrlFleOia&^filitod. i : 

Thus when he fcys>itat^ i?t%>»* Wwfcif ought to terminate 
*r€oA r m its' ttmffiiy end^ > this feetm to me a* ambiguous *£x~ 
preffion^ forWorlbip properly terminates in the Ohjeft to 
which it is rgiven i and in this fence, If all Religious Worlhip 
nruft terfliinptein.God, then all Religious Worlhip muftbe 
#vtatxrGod ,: aidto warn elfe v which is the true Gathalrck 
Faith T that God is only to be wotfhipped . But then what be-' 
comes of that Reiigidui Worfhip which is given to the Vwgm 
M&y , and Saints in relation to God? Does not this Wcrfbip, 
which is given to them , terminate in them, and not in God ? 
Aj-qdc* they the immediate and proper Objeds of that Wor- 
ftip,oiwhich is given to them I And does nor the Objeft termi- 
nltr thaWorihip 2 Is God the Objeft of that WoFihip,*hkh 
shcyi g&re'tathe Saints and Btefled Virgin ? TUen they either 
gjve that inferior Degree of Worfkip to God, which is pro- 
per for Creaturesywhich is an affro&t to his Majefty and Great** 
»efc y, <»r they give that Worflrip to Creatures, which Is pro^ 
per to. God r which is Idolatry- Which plainly ftew^ < ttecr 
than Worfhip > which is given to Creames/is terminated irf 
thofecreatutcs to which k is gfrfeirv atad therefore if any de- 
gree of Religious Worfhip: be given to Creatures, all Religi- 
ons Worlhip does nbfc' terminate in God , as he faidit muft - T 
dud if all ftcligi0«& Worfttip ifjuft-terrtiinate in God ,.then no* . 

. Religious Worfliip muft be given to Creatures, as he grant* 
k may, to the Virgin. M*tj and Saiftts. 
• Yes,you will fey, that Wot (hip, wbfrh is given to the Saint* 
and BlefTed Virgin,terminates in God, hecaufe it is given then* 
upon account of their Relation to God , but this is a great: 
uufta&i tbcqc Relation to God can only fetve for : a Re*fon T 
. -..-.• '«h» 



*hy tfecf art wdrfliip^ed 7 ;bet cannot tenmimtfcthat Wfcrfhip 
on God, which is given to thcnjjr becmfe not God, bar 
they themfelves are the Objeft,f andthc ultimate Objeft of , 
that Worihip, which is givcnto them. 

Though we Ihoold grant;, that God is honoured by that 
Worlhip, whichis given to fome excellent Creatures^who arcr 
hh friends and Favourites , yetthe Honour we do to God in 
this, is of a very different nature from that worlhip, which we 
pay to Creatures; itdoes nottonliftinthis, that the worlhip 
V we give to Creatures is terminated on God, for it is .termina- 

ted upon thole Creatwie* whom we worlhipi but the Honour 
muft confift in the Reafon of our worfhip,that we worfhipjbem: 
for God's fake : it is an .honour to God hy Interpretation &nd 
Confequence , as we intend it for God's Honour* or as God 
is pleated to think hicnfelf honoured by it* but it is no adt of 
Worlhip to God, and therefore not terminated on him. The 
Worlhip can go no further than its. proper Objeft, though 
the Reafon of the Worlhip may * For there is a. great deal of 
difference between an Objeft,and a Medium of W orthip-, a me- 
dium of Worlhip, which is only a reprefentative Objeft, re- 
ceives our Wor(hip,butdQes not terminate it, but convey it to 
that Being* it reprefents ; becaufe it is worfhipped only in the 
place and ftead of another, as it is in that Worlhip , which i& 
given to the Images of Chrift and the Saints j which fomc piw 
yines of the Churcli of Rome tell us, is not terminated on the I- 
ijiages, but on Chrift or the Saints reprefented by thofe Ima- 
ges , but a proper objeft of Worlhip, which receives worlhip 
in its own proper perfon, fbrwhatfoever reafon it is worlhip- 
ped, it terminates the Worftip ; the Worlhip , which is gi- 
ven to it, goes not beyond its (elf, though the Reafon of the 
Worihip may reach farther, and.be thought to refleft fome 
Honour upon God, and to teftifie our Love and Reverence 
for him by that Wocfhip we pay to thofe, who are dear to 
him, Sq that if we do give Religious Worlhip to the Virgin 
Mary and Saints, fuch Worfhip is terminated on them, and 
then all Religious Worihip is not terminated on God, as he. 
fays the Church of Rome teaches it muft be, which yet tea- 
ches alfo the Worfhip of Saints and the Bleflfed Virgin, Me- 
thinks he fliould have taken care to have ftated this matter a 
little plaincnFor if he can not reconcile the Doftrinearid^raft- 
keofthe Church together, I fear his Expofition will rather 
incneafe than end Topfroverfies. Thus 
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' Thus how doubtfully docs he fpeak } If the Honour (he re#~ 

J tiers to the Blejfcd Virgin and to the Stints, may, in fomefenfc, fo 
". called Religious, it is for its necejfary Relation toGod. Why docs 
he. not tell us plainly-, whether this Honour the Church of 
' Jtome gives to Saints and the Virgin be Religious, or if6t , and 
* in what fenfeit ifcay be called Religious Honour ? If he under- 
1 take to expound the Catholick Faith, why does, he pot 4oi*? 
5 Why does he fpeak fo cautioufly ? As if he were afraid to ovrn, 
1 what the Faith of the Church is in this^aint? Which : yec is a 
very material one* and very necefTary to be truly ilated. Thus 
1 can underftand, how the Honour , which is giveii to Crea- 
tures, may have Relation to God, viz. becaufe. we honour them 
for God's Sake,and upon account of their relation to bira * but I 
do not underftand how this relation to God,makes the Honour 
of Creatures tf Religious Honour. For though we honour Crea- 
tures for God's Sake,yet the Honour we give to#>reatures mult 
be liitable to their own Natures, and therefore not that Religi- 
ous Honour, which is proper to God only : As when we honour 
a man tor the fake of our Father, or our Prince , we do not give 
% him that Hohour,which is proper to our Father,or our Prince, 
though we honour him for their Sakes. And therefore if the 
Church of Rome does give religious Honour to any features, 
it will not juftifie her , in giving religious Honour to Crea- 
tures,that fhe honours them for God's Sake) for Creatures are 
Creatures ftill , though ney$r fo nearly related to God f and 
therefore not capable of Religious Honours. • 

So that I do not fete, how this Explication, if it may be fo 
called, takes ofFany Objection, that was ever made againft the 
Church of Rome, about the Objed of Religious Worftiip. For 
ifty all Religious IVorjhip being terminated on God* he mqans, that 
no other Being miift be religioufly %orlhipped but only God ; 
then this is an invtncible Obje&ion againft that Religious 
Worihip, which the Church of Rome gives to the Celled Vir- 
gin, and to Saints and Angels, If he means by it, that R eligious 
Worfhip may be given to other Beings befides God,- fo ic be all 
terminated in God, then all the other ObjQ&ions agakift wpr- 
dripping any other Being befides God,are in full force ftill, not- 
wfthftanding his Explication ; their Relation to God will not 
jufKfie the Religious Worfhip of Creatures; . and it is contrary 
toallSenfeand Reafonto fay, That the Worihip, which is 
giveutoCreatufes,; is terminated on God. ^ 
. * F ' . x SECT 
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* * faVocat \m of Saints* 

>*pHcre we two great Objections againft that Worfbip* 
X which the Chtirchof^pwgiv^s to Saints departed, wh* 
Dow reign with Chrift in Heaven, as the Council of Trent 
teaches, i . That it is to give them that Religious WorJhip, 
which is due only to God. z. That it makes them our Medi- 
ators and Intfcrceflbrs in Heaven>which is an Honour peculiar 
to Chrift. Now M de Mtanx, ami after him, the Author of 
the Charafter, think to remove tbefe Qbje&ions,only by ex- 

Flaining the Do&rineof their Church about this matter j and 
fliall dtftinAijr confider, what they fay to each of thefe. 
i . As for the firft , That in praying to Saints they do not 
giye them that worihip, which is due oply to God, they think 
is evident from h£nce,TJiat the Council of Trent and the Gate* 
chifm ad Ponchos teaches them onlyy* f ray to Saints to pray for 
thetfuTht £i(hop takes great pains to prpve this to be the fenfe 

ftg *• of the Council, and therefore , that in what terms foever thofc 

Prayers, which we addrefi to Saints y are couched, the Intentionofthc 

Church , amdof her Faithful > redacts them always to this Form n 

Now I will not difpute this matter at prefent , but refer my 

- Reader to the Anfwer to a Pafifi mfrtprefemtd. 

But let us fuppofe,that this is all the Church of AMtintends 
by it, that we fhouid only pray to the Saints to pray for u$ > - 
what advantage can they make of this? Yes, fays the Advcav 
tifement before the Bifhop ? sExpofition > p. 12. lo pray to Saints 
only to fray for us, is a \qndmf Prayer, which by its own natter «, is 
fd far from m being xtCetvedby an Independent 'Being to hitnfelf , it 
can never be adareffed to him : That h , we mult never pray to 
God to pray for us \ and therefore fuch a Prayer is no part of 
that Worfhip,which is due to God* And he add&> If this Form 
of Prayer, fray for us,dimbtijhed the trufi we have in God, u would 
be no Ufscondemnakleto ufe it to the Living than to the Dead \ and 
St. Paul #ould not have faid fo often % Brethren , fray for us 1 
the whdle Serif ture is full of Prayers of this nature. Thus the Au- 

Pafifl msfie- thdrof theChara&er, teHs us. In this, he does not at all neg. 

frefinted, p.3. frfi coming to God> or rob him of his honoufr, but jireft&g all his. 

**• - . i, Prayers. 



*$w % mmriy4kJfrtff*M#imcs tfojnfi m &*rtk>fa?mtimtotiofc 
m J&aim m jvp thir Prayers to his ^ ilvtt'fe fin nmtber of 
fmtiot&j being increAfed y ihe Petition 7w<y find better acceftatwt 
in the fight of God: andthuu not tonumg them Gods <> bit aritp 
fitkumm to God : He hmvittg no hofes ofobtmnmgany \hing y bi* 
ofGodakm. • 

, This is the leaft that can poffibiy be made of that Warflaip^ 
they give to Saints^ which is not reconcikabie with theirpra* 
^keoeither v and if it fhould appear, that this (as little as it is 
thought to be) is to give that Worfliip to Creatures, which if 
due toGod,they mult e'efl rejeft prayiogto Saints to pray f oaf 
them, as they now do trailing in their aid and affiftances, and 
power to keep them m " # 

Now I only ask, whether Prayer be notan Aft of Religion, 
and a worlbip due to God ? if it be not r why do they pray to 
God ? if it be , then they give the worfhip of God to Saints, 
when they pray to them. For it is not fo much, the matter of 
q& Prayer, as the nature of Prayer , which makes k an A46 
0$ Religion. We may pray to God for thofe things * whidt 
vtitn can give, viz*. Food and Raiment, and yet thefe are as re-* 
y|ious prayers : as when we ask fuch things of God , as jione 
*an give but himfelf i and by the fame rcafon,. though we pra^ 
to Saints only to do that for us , whkha creature can doy that 
is,only to pray to God for us, yet our very pcay ijagto them i* . 
an Aft of religious worfhip, which is due only to God. 

The truth is,! am fo dull,that I cannot fee,what makes their 
«iew Reformers of the Romaa-Catholick Doftrine and Wor-' 
ihip,ib fhy of owning any other md and ajfiftance^whkh they ex- 
pect from the Saints, hat only their prayers far theau for this- ^ 
inakesnoalteratkHrataU in the nature iof that worfhip, they' 
pay to them. Forfuppofe the Saints An Heaven ( who now 
r;eign with Chrift, is the Council affirms) were intrnited with; 
the Guardianship of men, and the care of Saints on Earth, as? 
Cardinalfletfrfrwiffe exprefly fays they arejimght we not as Jaw* i Se g 4rm j c 
fully pray to them to imploy that power, Godhas committ*d;f an & bc^it.- 
tpihero,for oar good and happinefs, as to4tfe their intereftl. i.e. 20.8s 
with God for us by their prayers? Does qne exalt: you mere *-•«• 18. 
bove the condition of creatures than the other? May we not' 
beg qur Friend* on Earth,torelieve our wants and necelBties^y 
well as to pray for us? Add if beting the prayers of wrprienc^ 

' F2 on 
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otfEarth *af]iftifieonrpraying fc tp the Saints in^ftoytsn; t<> 
pray for. us>, oar asking an Alms on Earth; witi equally joftifie 
our begging the aid ^ affifbance, as well as prayejrs, of the 
Saints in Heaven , and then we are juft where we Were. : Ahd 
if ever there were any good Arguments againft praying to 
Saints, they are all good -ft jlf, though they pray to Saints only 
to pray for them : whichfis my only bufinefsat greftnt, to fhew 
(according to the £ifhop ? s dtfacjtbat his Exftication leaves all 
< the Qbje&ions in full force, and all the Dilutes untouched. , 

So that fetting afide ttie matter of our prayers, or what it is 
we ask, which makes no alteration in this cafe, the inquiry is y 
Whether when we pray to Saints , Vie do not give that wor- 
{hip tp them, which is peculiar and appropriate to God ? 

Now the eHurch of Rome,isfo far frpm thinking fiich pray-i 
ers to \x the peculiar worlhip due to God, that fbe thinks it as 
jlnnocent to pray to the Saints in Heaven to pray for us, &s it i* 
to defire the pf ayers of our Chr iftian Brethren on Earth! The 
Pag. 6. Bifhop fays, 1 be Church in teaching tisjbat it is frcfitable to fray to 

Saints, teaches us to fray to them in the fame fpirit of Charity, and 
I \_ according to the fame order of fraternal Society, which moves us to* 

demand ajp fiance of cur Brethren living on Earth. The Character 
to the* lame purpofe makes our defiring fometimes the Saints on 
Earth r fometimes thofe in Heaven, to joyn their fray ers with ours, t& 
be A&ions of the very lame nature, and equally lawful. This 
is the true Pinoli of the Controverfie , and here it is we part- 
wit h the Church of Rome \ that we think, there is fome diffe- : 
rence between fpeaking to our Chi iftian Brethren on Earth* 
whom we fee/aiJdconverie with, and praying to the Saints ii^ 
. Heaven, with all the external expreffions of religious worlhip 
and adoration : The firft is to converfe with them as men ; the 
fecond is fuck a manner of Addr$is,as is proper only for a God. 

To pray to Saints is fortiewhat more than to defire our Chri-. 
ftian Friends topray for us j it is fufflicithr eos invocare , a* 
the Council of Trent fpeaks, tb invoke them^or call on them,in 
the manner of Supplicants , fo that this mult be acknowledged 
a worlhip of th( Saints - ; and then it mull: be either a civil or re- 
ligious worfhip , jnd which of thefe two it is, muft be known : 
by the manner of paying it. And therefore when all the cirr 
$ cumftances of worlhip are religious, we muft acknowledge the 

worlhip to be religions too : Such as praying to them in re] igi- • 
ods Plac:es,in Churches and ChappelMnd at confecrated Altars t 
- ■. : " with 



<mkk tended knees, and hands and eyes lifted up, in a very de- 
vout raaoner, when they fee no body to fpeak to, or to receive 
their Addretfes , uplefs it be the Image of the Saint they wor- 
fliip. Thtts fome Nations w 4 orfhip their Gods, but no People 
ever paid their civihrefpe&s to each other in this manner. 
. But 3$ 1 obferved in my Reply ( p. 66.) There is me infallible 
diftington between civil and religious vforjbip, between the worjhip of , 
G*d and men : That the worjhip of the invifible Inhabitants of the a~ 
ther World has always been accounted religions worjhip. CiviL re* 
fpefits are confined to this World, as all natural and civil Relations,, „ 
which are the foundation of civil refpefts, ate \ hist we have no in-? \- 
terconrfe with the <>ther World, but what is religious. And therefore 
as the different kinds And degrees of civil honour, are difUngmfdedby 
the Sight of the ObjeS, to which t hey are paid, though the external 
UEtsand cxpreffws are the fame ,. as whenmen bow the body, and are 
uncover ed i you k$ow what k$nd of homur it is byfeeing^who is pre- 
fent % whether their Father, their Friend, or their Prince, or fome o~ 
, ther honourable Per fen : So the moft certain mark, of difiintthn be- 
tween civil and religious worjhip is this, that the one relates to this 
World, the other to the invifible Inhabitants of the next. In this % 
laft Paragraph the Proteiler fays (p.35)^ haveaConfequence 
and Comparison, andboth fo excellent in their kinds, that if any bet- 
ter connexion can be found in them f ben between the Monument and: 
• the May-pole, it mufi be by one, who has found one trick^more in £o- 
gick % than ever Ariftotle knew. Sometimes indeed j4rsslotlc!$Lo» 
gick does not dofuch feats^as one would expe&j.buta little na* ' 
tural Logick, called common fenfe,would have fhewed him the 
connexion. Fori think, there isfome fence in faying, that as 
the different degrees^of civil honour? though moft of the ex* 
ternalfigns of honour be the lame, fuch as kneeling, bowing 
the body, uncovering the head, may y.ee be diftinguilhed by the 
prefence of the Qbj?ft,- to which it is paid \, whether it be our 
Father, or our Prince-. So though theexternaLfignsof dviland. 
teligious honour,. are in many inftances the lanre, yet eivili and 
religious worfcip may, be vifibly diftinguifhed, ; Dy rhe objett to> 
which it is given :, Fopciyiiworihip<:aa belong only to the In- 
habitants of this World j. but w hatever worfh ipj is given to the 
invifible Inhabitants of the other World, is religious.. * ^ 

Now if this, be.fo, then to pray to5aints,now. they.are re.-, 
moved out of this World into an invifible ftate, istogivejrdi- 
gjpus worihip to themj :whkh makes a vaft differeac^tweeit 
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frying to the Saints in Heaven to pray for w , tad $eaking 
to our feDow-Chriftians on Earth to pray for us. v 

■Papifts Pro- -' The Protefter is willing to grant, oratlqaftAppofc, that tte 
ufl. p. 33. honour or worthij>;which is given tothe invifiMe Inhabitants of 
the other World,is religions worfhip j brit ftill he lays, it re- 
mains to be proved, that all religions refpeSt and honour is foadi- 
vim bononr^tstomakgit God of the tkmg, tovhichkis pmd, yUajt 
xonsTru&iveLy : This I think,is no hard matter to do j imt I fhaH 
firft confider his Arguments againft it, and all that he fays, is, 
That if it be true,u groves too much^ndmU bring my fetf in for 4 
(hare with them, in giving religions worlhtp to creatares^ndfo 
snaking Godsof them, at leaft conftrn^ivety. # He infantes in 
chat Crtftom of bowing to the jtk*r,orComnumonT*ble 9 as he 
calls it, andioir^ at the name of Jepts ; bat this IhaM be coNfr. 
dered, when I come to the worfhip of Images. His other ro- 
mances coficern that religions refpe&, which xvc atom due to [acred 
places and things \and a religions decency to the bodys of Saints and 
Martyrs j but what ifthis to a religions worfhip. The relpett . 
nve fhew to fnch things and places, is no more than a civil re* 
fpe&, which confffts in a decent ufage,itf feparating them from 
vile and common purpofes* and it is called a religions refpeft, 
not from the natureof the refpeft, but from the reaibn, why 
■we give it,w&. out of. reverence toGod,to whofe worfhip they 
are feparated. Thus thaf love and honoar we pay to a living 
Saint , though it rife no higher than the exprefBons^f -a civil 
refpeft, may belaid to be religious, when weloveand honour 
them for God's £&£; bat this is an external denomination from 
the Caufe and Motive, not from the nature of the Ail, and 
therefore cannot make Gods of themjbecauie it is not religious 
worfhipjbut to give proper religious worfhip to any Being,is to 
give it that worfhip,wJnch is proper only to God,which is the 
<?nf y way to make any Being a God, which is not a God. 

JSTowif this be a true notion, that all worfhip, which is given 
tothe inrifible Inhabitants of the other World,is religious 
worfhip,! will eafily prove,that we rnuft worfhip no other in- 
vifible Being , bqt God alone, and therefore cannot pray to 
Saints in Heaven, without giving the worfhip of God to them. 
And ray reafon is this , Becaufe God challenges all religious 
worfhip to himfelf } as our Saviour tells us , Thou jhait tPorjhip 
ihe Lord thy God, and \nm onlyjhalt thon ferve y Matth.^ 9 ft feems 
to nje ? my needlefs dilute, what is the peculiar aad mcoiiw 
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munksble Worftup, which muft be gma to none bat the Sh- 
preine God, .wfaea Qod hv appropriated all R^ligioui Wor-, 
IbiptQhinrfetfiwhativcraaot religious WorihipGod requires, 
us to pay to himfelf, muft be given to none cUe* and therefore 
if all # WQt&ip paid to invifible Beings , be in its pwn Nature 
religious , Worfhip, wemijft worfcipno Invifible Being, but 
only God, FwifaliWcyft^oflnviUbleBetogsbe religious* 
and God challenges all religious Worihiptp bimfelf, then wet 
muft worfhip no Invifible Being but only God } for to worfhip 
any other Invifibk Being, is to give religious Worfhip to that, 
wbidi is not God. 

But the Protefter thinks I ought to have allowed for the 
different Kinds and Degrees of Religious as milts Civil Honour. P*S- 35?. 
Such I fuppofeasthey call their Latvia or Dalia^ Supreme or 
Subordinate, Abfolute or Relative, Terminative or Tranfient 
Worfhip i but there is no place for thefe different Degrees and. 
Diftin&ions of religious Worfhip, if we muft worfhip no o- 
ther Invifibk Being , but only* God j for if there be but one 
Obje&of religious Worfhip, There is no need to diflinguiih. 
this Worfhip into different Kinds and Degrees, as Civil Wor- 
fhip is, whickhas very numerous and very different Objects. If 
we iroi&give np Worfhip to any invifible Boup befides # God, it 
is ridiculous to difpute^ w hat Degree of Womip we may la wil- 
fully give them, when we muft give them none. 

And it is a good Argument, that there are no different K ipds* 
ef Religious Worfhip \ one which is Supreme and Sovereign*, 
and due to the one Supreme God y other Inferior and Subordi- 
nate Degrees of Worihip , which may be paid to thofe Excel- 
lent Spirits, which are vef y dear to God, and the Minifters of 
bis Providence V becaufe there are no external and vifible 5 igns^ 
todiftinguiih between fuchdifferenrDegrees of religious Wor- 
fhip. As Civil Worlhip is confined ia the Inhabitants of this. 
World, and is thereby dift inguiftiedf rom religious Worfhip }. _ 
fi> tlte Different Degrees of Civil Honour, though the External; 
Signs and Expreffions of it are the fame, are diftinguilhed by 
the vifible Prefence of the Objeft to w hich it is paid j for w hej** 
a man bows or uncovers his head, we know what kind of Ho* _ 
nour itis, by'corifidering the Relation, or the Quality, of the? 
Perfon, to whom it is paid , w hether fee be a Father, a Prince, or. 
a wife and good man. Bin if there were more Invifible Beings:, 
than on? to worlhip, though therfnaight be. different Degrees, 
*- : " • ' . o£ 
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of Internal Honour and Worlhippaid to them, according to 
the different Apprehenfions men had of their feveral Degrees 
j ef Perfection •, yet the External Signs of Worfliip mult be the 

fame in all. And thus there* would be no vifible diftinftion be- 
tween the Worfliip of the Supreme God, and created Sjyrits, 
and Glorifyed Souls of dead men \ and therefore if it be necef- 
fcry -to diftinguifli between the Worihipof God and Crea- 
tures, we muft iporlhip no Invifible Being, but only the Su- , 
premeGod. ' 

• ThePntofterpropofefomeways,wher«byffo^ 
9- $S- *nd degrees of Religions Worjhip may he diftingaifhed } as by the in- 

tention of the Giver j but this is not a Vifible Diftindtion : For 
mens intentions are private to themfelves , and there is no 
difference in the Vifible Aits pf Wor(hip,to make fuch a diftin- 
&\oxifr by fome Vifible Rcprejentation^that is by Images : This I 
.grant, would malte as vifible a Diftindtion between the Wor- 
fliip of God, and Chrift, and the Virgin Mary, as the prcfence 
of the perfon diftinguiflies the Kinds and Degrees of Civil Ho- 
nour i for when we fee, whdfe Image they worfliip, we may 
certainly tell what Being they direft their Worfliip to-, but 
the fault of this is, that it is forbid by the Law of Godj of 
which more in thftfext Se&ionjorby Determination if other Or- 
<cumftances 7 but what thefe are, I cannot tell, and therefore can 
. lay nothing to it. 

The Chu rch of Rome indeed does appropriate the Sacrifice of 
*he Mafs to God, as hk peculiar Worfliip, which muft not be gi- 
ven to any other Being j and if this be Co, then inddfed we can 

v certainly tell, when we fee a Prieft offering the Sacrifice of 
the Mafs, that he offers it to the Supreme God j but there are a 
great inany other Adts of Worfliip, which we owe toGod, be- 
tides the Sacrifice of the Mafs, andineveryAdtofWorfliipGo^ 
twght to «be viiibly diftinguifhed from Creatures j and yet if 

. all the other External A&s of Worfliip be common to God^and 
Creatures, where is the diftin&ion ? And yet the Sacrifice of 
the Mafs can be offered only by the Prieft 7 fo that the whole 
Lay ity cannot perform any one Aft of Worfliip to God, which 
is peculiar to him,and therefore can make no Vifible Diftin&ion 
in their Worfliip between God and Creatures. 

And yet the very Sacrifice of the Mafs is not fo appropria- 
ted to God in the Church r gf Rome , but that it is offered to 
God in Honour of the Saints. This jhe Bilhop of Condom 
\ - " * (P.7.Y 
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( p.7.)endeav<rot? to excufeby laying; This Honour which 
we render tbem( the Saints } in Sacrificing, confifis in naming them 
in the Prayers we offer up to God, as hts Faithful Servants , and 
Hn rendring him thw^s for the FiEiorics they have gained, and in 
humbly befccchitg himjktt he would vonebfafe to favour us ky their 
Interceffion. 

Now it is very true, according to the Council of Trent i, th$ 
Pricft offers the Sacrifice only to God, but they do fame* 
what more than name the Saints in their Prayers,for they offer 
the Sacrifice in Honour to the Saints, as well as to God, which - 
the Bifhop calls to Honour the Memory of the Saints r Now if Sa- f?*J*- *il- 
orifice be an Aft of Honour and Worfhip to God, it founds ^SS5iljT 
ry odly to worfhip or -honour Gdd tor the Honour of his difamfe cm* 
Saints, which feems to makeeiod only the Medium of Wor- eeming id*- 
fhip to the Saints , who are the terminative objeft of it \ and l**v p. **«. 
that the Saints are concerned in this Sacrifice appears from &c - 
this, That by this Sacrifice they implore the Interceffion of the 
Saints , that thofe whofe Memories we celebrate on Earth , would 
vouchfafc to intercede for usinHeaven. The Bifhop tranflatcs 
implorat by Demand , for what reafo'n Icannot tell ; and makes 
this Imploring or Bejeeching to refer to God, not to the Saints, 
whofe Patronage, Patrocinia, and Interceffion they pray, they 
would vouchfafe them.contrary to the plain^Senfe of the Coun- 
cil, and 1 think to common Sence too : For'l do not well un- 
derstand offering Sacrifice to God , that he may procure for 
us the Interceffion of the Saints j for if he can be perfwaded to* 
favour us fo far ; as to intercede with the Saints to be our In- 
terceflfors, he may as well grant our Requefts without their 
Interceffion j and, yet the Bifhop was very fenfible,that if 
we offer up ;our Prayers to the Saints in the Sacrifice of the 
Mafs; it does inevitably intitle them to the Worfhip of that Sa- 
crifice, which, they fay, muft be offered only toGod. Heal- 
ieadges ipdeed St. Auftins Authority, who under Rood nothing^ . 

of this Myftery of the Sacrifice of the Mafs , and how for he '-J* *g :* **■ 
Was from thinking of any thing of this Nature, is evident to a-. c 27. * 
ny man, who confults thej)lace. 

But the Church of Rome (as the Bifhop obferves p. 8.) -, 
has been charged by fome of the Reformation , not only with 
giving the Worfhip of God to Creatures , when they pray to 
the Saints, but with attributing the Divine Perfc&ions to them, ' 

G fuch 
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&tfva&4ccrtyts* kjndof imncnfity and Knwfcdge iftfoStcrm 
qf fyaxu \ fof if they, be not proent ia^U>placcs :T wher^ chey 
B^wQrfhipp*d , how c^p they t^ar tlje Payers T which are 
W^de.toChemat fuch diftant places at the font time? if they 
4o not know oar thoughts, how q*n they, underlbmd thofe mor- 
tal Prayers, which areoffered to them without words, only m 
90r fecret thoughts aud Defines? for even fuch Players are. 
©xpreflyaUowedtytheCeuacil^ voce y4, ***&*> . , '■ " . 
Now tathh he aofwers very well -, that though they be- 
lieve the Saints do by one means* or other knpw the Prayers* 
which are made to them, either by the Minhfiry and Conmwjka~ 
tion of Angels r or by a farttcnlar Revelation from Gdd,or in lap 
Divifie EffyafCyW v^ch all trntfj is cowgrijid t yet never . any Catha- ' 
; . ' Unkypt thought, plxSuwts kpew oyr- Necejfuies by their own Porctw^ 
no hot the dsfires wkkh move us to addufs oar fecret Prayers to them. 
And to fay a Creature may have a Knowledge of theje things, by a 
light communicated to them by God , is not to elevate* Creature 
above his Condition* This I grant and therefore do acknow- 
ledge , that thcy'itornot attnfcmte .the divine perfections of 
QiBni^kncc o^p^ni^efenceto ttK Saints , either in thought 
oV woid* but yex atttops* have a* natural a Unification as 
words ^ and if we give themfacha worfhip,* as naturally figr 
ilifiespaQnif^ienceand O^aniprefencc > our worfhip attributes 
the uKoonsunkabft perfection* of 4 God to them. For it i$ 
unnatural cmdabJiirf toworftipa geiujfo wjoo is not.pceff^t so 
receive oar wqrfhip v tofpsak taa Being) , who does not> and 
cannot hear us v a»d fuixre God h^& made ps reafi^rabre " Crea*- 
tures, to under/land whatwedo^and why , he interprets our 
actions,, as well as words and thoughts, accotdingto their natur- 
rai fignification. And. herein the. natural ayil.oC cre^tu^er 
worfiup cogfifti, That every a£t ©^religious wprllwp' ? ^a» 
naturaffy involve in ita Confefiipn : of Cimeexceljency. and per^ 
fe&iori, which is above a created nature ^ and thereby (what- 
ever the worfhipper thinks or intends) idbes attribute theior 
communicable Glory of God to creatures. \ ' * 

If the Saints are not prefent in ^ all places, to hear thole 
wayers wJiicJ^ ereimads to-' them ^ an$l itthey cannot hear w 
tfeaven, what we fay ta them on * Earth ,. by their Qwn'jwpci*, 
tjien prayer is i worlhip , which is not due to their nature^ 
even in a glorified Hate. For no being can have a right to 
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efir prayers; whdcantfot heartbeat; a^tfco&gli weifcoald 
grants that Odd reveals our prayers to thtm, yet: to kaow by 
Revelation is not to hear Jn this cafe all that can bereafonahta 
fbrwtodo, is only focretly to defire, that the Siidtt*wouM 
pray for us, which God can reveal to them , if he pleaies, at 
well as par prayers > but it can never be reafonabie to pray 
to tlwfe, who cannot hear uk 

' And if prayer cannot be due to a treated nature m iti ffioft 
exalted ftate* becaufe no- creature can be prefent in aii placet 
to hear our prayers , then if it be a proper worihip for ctea- 
tares, it molt be fo by a pofitive infljitution of God \ but 
then they muft fliew an exprefs command for it , and wftetf 
they can do that , we will difpute the reafon of the thing no 
Iqnger.. . '\ ;':.'.".•.. 

- And this is a roanifeft reafon, why we ihould worfhip no 0^ 
ther invifible Being befiaes God,becanfe no other invifible Be* 
ing is capable of our worfhip- Gcd alone filfo all plam^nd 
therefore maybe worfliipped, though we do not feehifflj 
for he is prefent every where to hear oar prayers v bM we 
cannot know, that any Being, of a limited prefena i is ptts 
fent with us , unlefs we fee it ; and it istmnatural to pray to 

any Being, who is not prefent to hearus* "• 

: And though the Church of Rom does not dirtttly a&d p6L 
fhJv^ly attribute any divine perfedions to Saioife ^ yet nte* 
kind: are fo naturally prone toafcribe a kind<^f Dirinity W 
immortal and invifible Spirits-, that this H arfijffictaw teafo# 
why Gad foould not allow the wot Ihip of any invM&le Spiffed 
For after all that can be feid to the contra* y f it is a Mighty 
temptation tomen, at leaft to make inferior Deleft* <*f tft6fej 
to whom they confta'ntly pay divine honours, - > ; * • - * 
••. And though they do not attrib«ce*o Saints aatfl«l p«Wer 
to know our thoughts, and to hear offr^rayers 5 atftf t&&ftf & 
them i yet if this Supernatural gi't and pdwer * whefe&y thejf 
do it, be asconftanr, and aft as certainly a* nature doe*; it ii 
as great and adorable a per-fc&ion, as if it w^efijttirtf t foh 
finee all created Excellencies* the gif*of Gq& ^h^ lirfgHs 
cy difference is: therQ between a natural and fH^f^tt^^ f>efi 
fitdioflyor gift; if that whkh i^ftpettuRbtid^ ^§irtai*and| 
fafting , andthat which they <aii as conffantfy^e , as tha|~ 
whkh is natural* As to take their ^wnisftaik* r Were tto* 

2 gift 



(44) 

gift of PropheGe, which God bcftowed on tome in former ,A- 
ges, as conftant and certain, as natural knowledge; that they 
could ufe this gift, whenever they pieafed , and as conftant. 
1 j foretel things to come, as they could reafon and difcourfc j 
what difference would there be in this cafe between a natural 
and fupernatural knowledge of future things : truly no more 
but this; That a natural knowledge is a perfection , which 
God did originally bellow upon our nature : fupernatural 
knowledge is an additional perfection, but yet ^pon this fup- 
pofition, as infeparably annexed to our natwes as natural 
knowlcdge,and always as ready for ufe as that ; which 1 think, 
would make fuch a Prophet as truly venerable, as if Prophelie 
were natural to him. ( . 

Thus |t is in this prefent cafe. If th: Saints know ourpray- 
crs, by what means foever they do it, it muft be as conitant 
and lafting a gift, as if it were natural^ that is, they muft as 
certainly Know when, and what we pray for, every time we 
pray , as if they were prefent xo hear us. For if they do not 
always know our prayers, we cannever know, when tajlray* 
and <&n never have any fecurity of their inrerceiTion ijt us ; 
many thoofand AveMaries may be every day loft, and turn to 
no account i and if they do conftantly know this by a fuperna- 
tural gift , it is as glorious a perfe&ton,as. if this knowledge 
wtjr* natural Mankind do nof fo critically diftinguiflr,be* 1 
tweeji : natural and fupernatural gifts, in whomfoever theie 
. i* flfe&ions are, they are divine, arid fuch creatures hare a 
fupernatural kind ot Divinity annexed to their natures \ they 
are made Gods,though not Gods by nature , which is as much 
as any people believe of their inferiorOeities, who believe but 
one Supreme and Sovereign God, who is & God by nature. , 

And yet the Author of the Character of a fapift represen- 
ted , giv$s fojne inftances, which would perfwade us, that the 
Saints have a. natural knowledge of our prayers. Thus lie 
tells us^ That Abraham heard the petitions of Dives, who was yet 
me a greater diftancc>even in Hell , andtddHmlikpvife his. man 
tier *f living while as yet on Emh y (p 4.; Now not to ask,how 
he comes to exaftly to know* where Helljs, and that it is at 
a greater diftance from tffeaven, than the Earth is: If there 
beany force in this Argument, it muft prove, that ttje Saints 
have a natural knowledge of our prayer?, though at fo great 



a diftancc from xt6 , as heaven h : That they fee , and hear 
us , is Abraham did Dives y though we cannot lee and hear; 
them, as Dives did Abraham - 7 which might have fatisfied him % 
fince he thinks fit to reafon from Parables , that whatfoever 
diftance there is between Heaven and Hell, there is a greater 
communication between them , than between Heaven and 
Earth. However" our Saviour cannot here fpeak ofanyfu- 
pernamral gift r whereby Abraham faw .and heard Jbives in 
Hell i unkfe we will fay , that Dives did by a fiipernatural 
gift alio , fee and hear Abraham in Heaven •, and therefore if 
this prove any thing, it proves , that Saints know and hear 
our prayers by their own natural pdwers. 
< Thus he adds , That the very Devils hear thofe deff&ate 
wretches t who call on them\ and way then jhonld he doubt y that 
Saints want this piviledge in fome manner granted to finftd men 
and wicked ffirits. But though.he call this a Priviledge, I fup- 
pofe, he means a natural one, uhlefs he thinfcs, that the De- 
vils hear witches by a fupernatural revelation , as the Saints in 
Heaven hear the prayers of the Saints onEarth : But I always 
thought,that Devils had been a little nearer bad men, than 'the 
Saints in Heaven are to us on Earth ; for they are confined to 
this Lower Region, and therefore are often fo near, as to fee 
mid bear bad men, though they are invilible themfelves: And 
this is on© reafon, wtiy God will not allow us to worfhip any "• 
invilible Spirits, becanfe though we Ihould intend only to wor- 
ship good Spirits, and glorified Saints, yet bad Spirits l who 
$re near and prefent , as having their relidence in the Air , as 
the Devil is called the Prince of the Power of the Air, do af- 
fome this worlhip to themfelves , and both corrupt the wor- 
fhip, and abufe their Votaries , with lying Wonders. Thus 
they did in the times of Paganifm,and whether they have more 
reverence for the Chriftian Saints, than they had for thePag^n . 
Deities, in adorning their names and worfhip , let others con- 
fider. 

But to return to the Bifhojx He having allured us",that the 
Church of fome does not afcribe any divine perfections to the 
Saints (of which the Reader may judge by what 1 have al 
feady difcourfed) he thus concludes .It is therefore trne y that tyfo&9*. 
examining what are our inter iowr Sentiments concerning the Saints, %t 
wittbe fimndwedonoeraife them dove the condition of creatnres t 
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anifrom thcnct weaghtfo jvdgetfykatnttme th9tTcxtfti& ho* 
nour.isiwbkfrve render ttym j exterior Vmrmon being efiahlijhed 
tq tefiifie the interior ' Sentpmms of the mind \ That i$i wemuft 
fohdude,- they do not give the worfhip of God to them; be* 
Caiife they do not believe them to frz Gods. Now this, i con- 
fer^ wjauld be true, w^re the external Signs of honour wholly 
apitfar^ apd atiauf own choice > f^theatbejr could fignifift 
j|9* mjge., 'than wJi'at vz ujten&to figaifie hy them , and we 
flught not to be charged with intending to fignifie niorej than 
what ws.pr/tfefs to intend; but wbffi either theAft. of worfhip 
nawrajly fignifies. divine jperfe<tioos^ as prayer to an invifiblc 
Beirigfddes', of God^ refaryed any Atts of; worlhip to him* 
&f»'«»he^d^aU^^ that is, all worlhip 

gaicj to irtviftble Beings^ as L have already- fliewn j .in theft 
<jafes we may be guilty of giving divina honours to creatures, 
though in wo^dsand intention, we afcribe no divine perfettr* 
ons to them. 

\'* 5 So tljat i cannot fee, but that, after all the fine colours, and 
foft interpretations^ which the BlThop puts upon this pra&ice 
of the Church of Rome % in praying to Saints', the charge a- 
gainft them of giving the peculiar worlhip of God to crea- 
tures, is as ftrong and forcible as ever t 

Secondly, let us now cpnfider, whether our praying to tffc 

. Saints to pray, and intercede for jus,, be notinfariousto the 

Meritsand Mediation of Chcift. - Now there are two things 

the Bifhop urges to provs, that the Mediation of Saints is not 

Fag. 6. injuries : to the Mediation of Chrift. i. Thatifthequaiuydf 

^Mediator, wbicbthe Scriptures gives to fefm Cbnfc received an) 

p-ejudke from the tmmeffm.mdrjet tbe&aints, -who reign with 

G*d % it wmld racy** *<> hfi fif^f^'f m ^^S^ m ^^'^^dkl^ 

Nam fi prop- gH who live wuh-as. For this hc.alkdgesthe Authority of jehd 

tcrca Subfidiis catechiftB ad Pamkos* which telfc v^Thu if. it were m l#»- 

S* l f" lwde J? re th€ M fff the s **» ts y heemfemhave ont Patron w 

^dunum Mediator Jefos Cbrift, the Jpofile would not Jo earneftlyhave 

patronum ha- de fired the prayer) of the 2re$ren y who were' then livings* God for 

% betrius Jefum fo mm m f pr the glory and dignity of Ghrifi^ M&diat&ryis notlefs di~ 

"Chriftum^un- m ;£jh e 4 ty fa payers 0/ the, living r than by the mefcdffum tf 

ftolus,ut fe Beo tanto ftudiofratnun viventiutti precious ad juvari reflet ; neq; enim minus 
vivorum preccs , quam eorum, qui in Coelisfunt, fen^orumckpnecatio, Chnftt Medwtoris 
gtoriaraSc dignitatem imminaerent. Catecb. Upm. fart. 3. TSti de cultu (3 vener.fanEl. 

. " % This 
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Thkis*helfc£thttc^ the Rfc diatto* 

and tnteceetton tf . the Saints for us in Hcayeo,!* no more than 
one €hriftia» prayingfor another Off Earth}, anil fear this is 
BOt rcconeiLeabic with the prt&ice of the Gfojrch of *a/»* in 
this matter* Por can this (if it be bo mcrt)bc thought a fnffi* 
dent foundation, for aU thaf pompous wOrihip of the Virgin 
M*j* and oijhfjr |»ivTBTfi(l Saints? Is this a gopdfeafoa to 
«r<ft Ttmotes awiAitars , cofif&raud »6t o»ly .to their, nto 
awry, tare to thcur hpnomr; tofecuptheir Images ifi holy pla- 
ces, and pay bar humble adorations fcefore them , becanfe they 
pray for us in Heaven, jail as Chriibian_Brahrm pray for 
one another on Earth ? " - 

And therefore I mnSb needs fay^the Bifhoji has not praly ex- 
poaodetbrhe Dpftrineof the ChiMfeh o( Rome in. this, Point, 
which makes the Saints to be*©/* JMh&tforj i* tit*vm\ not in* 
deed Mediators of Redemption which (he acknowledges none 
tobebut Chrift, who tes puTcbafed us with his awn bloody 
but Mediators of Interceffion, wfia have fo much intereft>and 
favowf^id the'Gcnxi of Heaven r as powerfully to recommend 
tJiofe to><&c*t y wha put tbemfeEves: under their; Patronage. 
This I cbnfefs makes a great difference between the Mediation 
of Chrift, • and of the Saints y and yet leaves a great daftance 
between the prayer & of Saints in Hearen for us, and the mutual 
Interceflions; of Ghriftisris for each iOther on Earth> and the 
Charch of . Afl^ftttettM^br, : ttiaCTbey w*?e.o£ thefa^ p^-. 
tute^for thoogHcheGattchifmferaieayonts^^ov|& ) ,$faafcj|he 
Mediation and Incevosfficm -'of iihr Saints in; Heaven for us, « 
not injurious to the mediation of Gbrift 5 becanfe the prayers 
oFChriliiansfor eachothetronl&rthy are very reconcikabie 
withthe honour of Cairift's^intert^lBonrs yt* Mkflayer teachqi, 
chat there is ao^ diffctenca • Jiecwete tfhfipffayrc^ pf Saints in 
Heaven., andrChci/Ka»sowi^tfe'; andibSttwk we ought *p 
iBftinguifti between the Do&nne and the Arguments, of the 
Church* What Ihe declares to be her .Do&rioe; we mult awfi 
f&be (b , but I think wq muftnot grant every thing to be her 
Doftrinej whwhksagtetorbe foppofeifaiflWte l?er Ar^umqnp 

Sod'i becanfc. ttatira neceffityieit^ntiEgif that ali her 
gin»exa:s:n»ifebegdDdL^ - , ** 

This argument indeedy that thcinterceffionrof the Saints in 
Wca«^isnoaK)r^in^ious.tp theMfccJiatioa of Chrift , thai} 

th* 
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the payers and interceffions of the Saint* xm Earth forfoch 
other \ cannot be good widiotitfuppofii^,thattbe totcrteffi- 
bns of the Saints in Heaven are of the very fame nature, with 
the prayers of Chriftians for each other on Earth j aod the Bi- 
fhop takes the advantage to reprefent this£S the Dodrine of 
the Church, that {he teaches us to fray, to Saints in the fame jprit 
of Charity , and according to the fame orderof fraternal foekty f 
which moves ks to demand affiftancc, ofonr Brethren living upon 
Earth. Hot this I think is not reconcilable with the exprefi 
words of the Council of Trent , which founds the invocation 
of Saints upon their reigning with Chrifi ; which makes a vaft 
difference between their intereft and authority in the Court of 
Heaven, and the humble fupplications of Chriftians on Earth. 
And I think the fpiritof Charity, and the order of fraternal focie- 
redoes not require usfnppliciter invocare, to pray to our fellow 
Chriftians on Earth as humble Supplicants to pray for us, as the 
Council teaches us teaddrefsour felves to the Saints in Heaven. 

Chriftians indeed on Earth", and Saints ipHeaven(fince the Bi- 
ftiop has limited all their aid and affiftance to their prayers ) 
■can do no more than pray for us j and are thus bojh of then di* 
ftinguifoedfroraChrift, who is our Mediator ot redemption, 
who has bought us with his blood : But then we ought to 
cbnfider , that there is a vaft difference in pray ers, and pray- 
ers may prevail uponfuch different Reaions , as may quite al- 
ter the nature of the Intcrceffiori. For is there no difference 
between the power and intereft of a favourite, to obtain what 
he defires of his Prince, and the Petition of an ordinary Sub- 
jedt ? A Prince may grant the Petition of a Subje&for himfelf,or 
ofoneSubjeftfor another, where there isreafbnand equity in 
thecafe, without any more powerful interceflion ; but afts of 
grace and favour tnuft be dUpenfed by the interceffions of fa- 
vourites •, and yet it is all : by way of prayer and Petition to 
the Prince; but though it is all but Petition and requeft , yet 
thofe , who have any requeft to make to their Prince, place 
more confidence in the intereft and power of one favourite, 
Than in the joynt Petfcionsof many ordinary Subjects. 

Thus it is here ; Chriftians on Earth pray foreach other as 
common Supplicants , amkbe benefit they cxpeft from fuch 
prayers and Interceflions, is only from the prevalency of Faith 
-and Charity, which iafpiie fuchprayen^nd make ttosoi effica- 

clous, 
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tioui.God has totmnattded lis to pray for one anbtlier, and \m 
Jnromtftd to hear ourtmited, fervent, and importunate pray- 
ers > for the merits of <m common Saviour Jefus Chrift: Bus 
thofe,who pray to Saints in Heaven,pray to them as Favourite* 
and Mediators, who prevail not meerlyb? the forte and effi- 
cacy of Prayer , but by their perfonal Merits and Interefts 
with God/, and this makes them juft futh Mediators as Chrift 
k, who by their power and kitereft canrecommend us and onr * 
prayers toGod's acceptance. No you'll fay,Chrift purchafed 0* 
With his blood , and mediates in the Vertue of his Sacrifice, 
which makes his Mediation ot a different nature from the Me- 
diation of Saints* who mediate only by their interfeft with God, 
upon account of their perfonal Merits. But this altei s not the • 
cafe ; for the general notion of a Mediator, is ode who has 
power and intereft with God > effectually to recommend us td 
hts favour-, and whether he mediates with,or without a Sacri- 
fice , ff his Mediation be powerful andefficacioos,hei$ a true 
arid proper Mediator j and to fet up fuch 6ther>Mediafors be- 
sides Chrift,tnuft be injurious to his Mediation, for then Chrift 
is not our only Mediator *, and after all the Apologies that can 
be made for it,it argues fome Diftruft,either of Chrift's power, 
or good Will to help us, when we fly to other Patrons and 
Advocates. 

* t .And therefore Monjiettr de Mtaux has another Rcfervej for 
\iy the fecond place he tells us from the Council of TreHt , Thai 
tv invocate Skints ,accgrding to the fenfe of this CouncH,is to have re- 
tvtsrfc to their Prayers, for obtaining benefits m from Godth ough Je- 
fus Chrift \ fo that in reality we do not obtain thofe benefit's, which 
toe receive by the interceffion of the Saints , otherwifi than through 
"Jefus Chrift, and in his Name •, , feeing theft Sattits them fetoes pray 
in no other manner than through Jefus Chrift, and are not heard but 
in his name. , After which we cannot imagine, that any oe fhould ac- 
tufe us offvrfMfng Jefus Chrift^when we befeech his Members, whd 
are aljo ours, his Children, who are our Brethren, and his Saint s,whO ' 
ttreour firft-frmts , to fray with us, and for us, to our common 
Mafter, in the name of our common Mediator. 

As for forfakpfg Jefus Chrift, this we do not charge them 
with ; tho whoever confiders, how much more frequent ad- 
<hrefles are made in*he Church of Rome to the Virgin Mary, 
and fome other powerful Saints, than to Chrift himfeif, win 

H be 
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be tempted to think, that itlooks very iike-foriaking him ; bat 
we only lay, that they robjChrift of theglory of being our only 
Mediator and Advocate, by having rccourfe to the praTcrs,and 
lnterceluonsof fo many Saints. *■ - 

But how can the Interceffion of Saints be injurious to the Me- 
diation of Chrift, when they themfelves intercede m the Name 
and Mediation ofchrift J which neceflarily referves to Chrift 
the glory of his Mediation entire, lince the Saints themfelves 
are not heard but in bis name? 

c^?^l! ghtly to underftand this- we muft conlider the nature 

or Chrift s Mediation, which is to offer up all thofe prayers to 

iij, , „ £ od,n H «? V€n > w Wch we make to God iu his .name oh Earth.H« 

Heb, 9 - 24. &"**?■ '■> i"" made ""St™ *** **» of* Carnafcommand* 
mmjm after the power of an endlefs life who is made higher than 
the Heavens , who is not entredin the holy p lace made with hands 
which are the figures ofthetruejut intoUeaven itfelf. vow to appeal- 
in the pre fence of Cod for m. So that as the high Prieft, under 
the Law entred once a year i.ito the Holy Place , which was 
a type and figure of Heaven, to make expiation and intercefli- 
ons for the people * fo the office of Chrift, as our hich Prieft 
and Mediator , is to afcend into Heaven with his own blood 
and there to appear intheprefence of God for us. His media- 
tory office is confined to Heaven j there he prefents our prav' 
ers to God,m vertue of his own blood ; and this is as Pecu- 
liar and appropriated to him , as it was to the high.-Prieft tin- 
der the Law,to often the blood of the Sacrifice, and make at 
tonement, and interceffion in the Holy of HoTies 

So that to p^refent our Prayers to God in Heaven is the pe, 
cuhar office of Cnrift, who isourgreat High Prieft, and only 
Mediator in the immediate prefence of God in Heaven ; and to 
apply our felves to any orher Mediators in.Heaven,to prefent 
ourPrayers toGod, in whatmamer, or upon what pretence 
focver it be,ismjunoreto the Media:ion of Chrift, whole Dra- 
per Office it is to prefent our prayers to God in Heaven. And 
that pretence that the Saints pray for us only in the name and 

Medi a tionofChnft,isnoapologyinthiscafeiforinwhatname 
foeyer they pray, they offer tip our prayers to God immedi- 
ately m Heaven, which is the office of our great Hieh Prieft 
for there 1% and muft be but one Mediator in Heaven. * 

And 
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. Atid if we tofifider, what is meant by praying to God in 
the N^jnc and Mediation of Chrift, we thai] fee reafoa to think, 
that this is very improperly attributed to the Saints in Heaven. 
,f or wheo we pray to Qodin the name of Chrift, tho&gh we ad r . 
dtefs our "prayers immediately to God, yet God does not re- 
ceive them, as coming immediatelyTrom us, but as prefented 
by the .hands of our Mediator i which is the true meaning ot 
praying to God : in the name of Chrift, that we offer our Pray r 
-erstoGod, jjotdirettly from our felves, for then we fhould 
have no need of a Mediator, but by his hands, whofe office it is 
to prefent them to God, to appear in the Prefence^f God for ' , 
us, which is therefore called coming to God by Urn. \ Hcb.7.x5- 

Now this is very agreeable to the date and condition of 
Chfiftiam on Earth, who are at a great diftance from the im- 
mediate Throne and Prefence of God, to offer their prayers 
by the hands of a Mediator, who appears in the pretence of 
Ood for them ^ and thereafon, why we want a Mediator to 
appear for us, is becaufe we are not yet admitted into God's 
immediate Prefence our felves. But could every ordinary 
Prieft, or 7«p, have been admitted into the Holy of Holies, as 
the high Prieft was , they might as well have offered their 
prayers and facrifices there immediately to God, without the 
Miniftry and Mediation of the high Prieft j and thofe who aire 
in Heaven in the immediate prefence of God, if they offer up 
any prayers to God for tfcmfelves or others, they offer them 
immediately and direttly to God, becaufe they offer them to 
God in his immediate Prefence } which is the true notion of 
Chrift* s Mediation, that he appears in the prefence of God for 
us ; And therefore whatever ufe tfiere may bo of the Name of 
Cbrift in Heaven, Saints in Heaven, who live in the immedi- 
ate. PrefeiTce of God, have no' need of alVlediator to offer theft 
prayers to God, 9s Saints on Earth have, becaufe they are ad- * 
mitted to the immediate vifion of God them felves. To offer up 
our Prayers to God,in the Name and Mediation of Cbrift, fup- 
pofes, that we are at a diftance from God, and not admitted 
into his Prefence to fpeak for our felves; but thofe prayers, 
which are offered to God in bis immediate Prefence, need no 
Mediator to prefent them. And yet td fay, that the Saints in 
Heaven offer their Prayers to God in the Name and Medi- 
ation of Chrift, is to fay , that when they are admitted to the 

Hi* immediate 
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*mtnedfate Pretence of God tfeaft! v«c r they^itt med a Medi- 
ator i that the prayers they, offer roGad,to bis immediate pr*- 
•fenc^thej do not offer immediately tfc Wtti,bot J)y the ha fids of 
a Mediator •, which if it fee Seriee^atofur^h no gpad Divinity, 
as neither agreeing with theTypes of the Law., nor with the 
Gofpel account of Chrift's Mediation. And therefore if glori- 
fied Saints appear for us in the prefence of God in Beavea*, 
they are as much cmr Mediators asGhrift is v ftwr this is the 
moft elTential character df his Mfcdfetiom,. that he afttoms i**hc 
frefenceofGod for m< The only objeftion I can fore-fee a- 
gainft thi£ is, that fome of the ancient Fathers, though they 
did not pray to Saints to pray for them , yet were inclined ta 
believe, that Saints departed did pray tor die Church on Earth, ' 
efpecially for their particular Friends, which they left behind 
them, and the/efore to be fore did not think this any injury tfc 
JheMediation of Cfrriffc But then we muft confider, that 
as they fpoke doubtfully of this matter, fo thofe very Fathers 
did not believe, that Saints departed were received up into the 
higheft Heaven, into the immediate Prefence and Throne of 
God j though they thought them in a very happy ftafce, yet 
not perfeft,tHl the reftrrredfcion \ and therefore they prayed tor 
Saints departed , as well as believed, that Saints departed 
prayed for them. Now any Mediation and interceffion on this 
fide Heaven, is very confident with the Mediation of Chrift ia 
Heaven; but to intercede in He*en is hisr peculiar office, 
which no other Creature can (hare in, fihee his Refurre&ion 
and Afcenfion. This * I think , is 'fufficient to prov* , that 
Mmfieur de Mean* his Expofition cannot reconcile Y**i%*g ta 
Saints tofrtyfot ns y either with the peculiar Wor (hip of God, 
or with the glory and^ignity of our great and only # Mediator 
mdAAvocmJcfitsChrtfi. 

• *■ '• 

The Char&fler of a Papift RtprefeHttd. 

*«8* 4. 3* 0/ addrejfwg mere Suf f Ik at ions ta the Firgiu Mary thax 

tikCbrifi. 

Mmfitnr dt Mtdnx takes na rioticeof chat peculiar fcifldtff 
Worihip, which is paid in the Church of £of#e to the Virgin 
Mary r as being fenlible hdw hard it k to reconcile this 
with his bare Or* fn> i$fas- % hut the Reprefenter, who pre- . 

' — * tends 



tends to folio w the Blfbops Pattern, bat wants hU Judgmeoft 
<snd Caution to manage it , undertakes to a^logizc for this tooij 
and it is worth the while to confider what: he fays. 

The Papift M jf-reprc&hted isf aid tv tetievewe Hrgin*Marj 
tobt much more powerful in Heaven than Chrift, and that jheca* 
command him to do,vhatjhe thinks good , and for this rdafon hi h<*> 
nours her minds mort than he eUes her Son , or God the Father , for 
*tmt prayer he fays tg G*d , faying ten to the Holy Virgin* Let ii$ 
then confider how much of Mi? rcprefentation there is in this \ 
~ttdA ifaall begin with the laft firft, becaufe mens A&ions are 
the beftlnterpraers of their Thoughts and Belief. • — 

The Papift for ene prayer he fays r* God , fays ten to the Virgin 
Mary : Is this mif-reprefented ? Let him but tell over his 
Beaas , and fee how many Ave Marks and Pater nofiets he will 
find upon a firing , which are'.exaftly ten for one.- This he 
coHfelies,and thinks it as innocent to recite the Angelical Salu- 
tation now , 3s it was for the Angel Gab iel and Elizabeth to 
do ic. But did the Angel ufe it as a Prayer to the Virgin Ma- 

2r.f Is /IaH thoH that are highly favoured, the Lord is with Thee r 
efedart thon ajnongfi Women, when fpoken to tlie Virgin«,who< 
was then prefent to near it, a friendly Salutation, or a Prayer? 
Was it delivering a Meflagc,oran a£t of Devotion ? Of is this ' * 

the Ave Maria now in ufe in the Church of Rome ? As I remens- 
ber, there are t wo or three little words, Ora fro nobis^dded to- 
tt,which make it a Prayer^ nottlje Angelical Salutation : And 
"we. do not read,that the Angel faid, HotyMatYyMtbervf God^ ContemplkH^ 
fray for m fmtmrj, mw andin thehdkr of demh. ^ ■•-.-• ;^fte//^ 
Indeed were it lawful to pray to the VirgixiMary , I foould Toiu^^S 
have lefs to fay againft the treipent repetition of this prayer j x ^ ^^ 
-but yet a man might enquire , why the prater .to the Virgin. 
Mary, is repeated fo much oftner than the prayer to God \ % is 
not this ft) hpnonr.her mnchjnort than he does her Son, or God the 
Father ? For is not Prayer an a& of Honour and WoWhip ? And 
do* we rtot then honour that Being moift, to whom we pray of- 
teneft ? No, lays the Reprefenter, for he does not at any time 
Jay even Jb mnch as .one. Prayer to her, hut what p dirttted more 
frincipalfy to Cod. Surely there muft bt ; feme Myftery in this. 
For do they not fay a great many Prayers, immediately di- 
rected to th£ Virgin Mary, and not. at all direftedtoGod> 
Is not rtheir Ave Maria fa<h a Prayer, and do they principally. 



;pray to God inthofePrayerS) which, arc immediately dire&ed 
^to the Virgio Mary ? When they pray to the Virgin M*ry tm 
fray for them, is this prayer frincif ally directed to God Almigh- 
ty r W hat w hen the Virgin is only named ? And the matter of 
the Prayer is fuch, that ic cannot be dire&ed to God Almigh- 
ty, unlefc they think it proper to pray to God to pray for 
them ? tf.es, ,tbefe' Prayers ,j:o the Virgin are offered up as a 
ihwkfd-Memr^jtf Chrift jjnearnation, and an acknowledgment 
oftheBkffedneJs of jefus the fruit of her womb. The meaning of 
which can be no more than this,That when they pray toMary the 
Mother of Jefus, it is a tacite acknowledgment,that Jefus was 
•born of her, and that the Son muftbe a very Glorious Prince, 
.when the, Mother is fo highly exalted upon account of her 
•ReJation .to him, as to hare fo many devout Prayers and 
Hymns offered, up to her. Bat does this prove , that the 
-Prayefs, which are immediately dire&ed to the Virgin Mary 9 

' .are principtlly.direfted to Chrift, becaufe Mary was his Mother ? 

which i$ the whole Myftery of the bufinefs. Suppofe Chrift 
ibould think himfelf honoured' by thofe Prayers, which arc 
-offered to his Mother, yet is there no difference between pray- 
ing to Chrift > and that Honour wedohim in praying to his 

lftid;p.-5- ^Mother ? A late Author indeed tells us, that thefeneration, 
.vhieh we give to Mary , redounds to Jefus : Jill Honour given to 
the Another pending to the Glory of the Son \ for as he communicates 
with herinflefh and Blood \foalfo doth he fartakg with her in her 
Qualities /md Perfe&iom \mi therefore he is alfo a Jharer in that 
Homage and Obfcrvawe/hatis made to her. This is a new fort 
of Confubftantiation, and Communication dF Properties j but 
yet how much foever we honour Jefus, when we pray to Ma- 
ry, yet we do not pray to Jefus, when we pray to Mary ; and 
therefore thefe. Prayers are principally and immediately dire- 
t&ed to Mary, not toGod or Chrift} and therefore to offer tea 
jPrayers to Maryjiot one to God, looks very like honouring Ma- 
ry much more than her Son, or God the Father* 

Well, bat fie 4s the Mother of God, andBUffed amongSt W+. 
men \ but how does, her being ChrifFs Mother entitle her to a 
greater lhare iff our Prayers and Devotions than Chrift him- 
felf? Itisindqeda great Honour to her to be the Mother of 
Jefus, burdoes this entitle her to that Worfhip find Homage, 
which is due to her Son? She is the happioft Mother among 

, ■ Women, 
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Women, butdocs this 1 advance her above Angels and Arch- 
Angels ? For my part I fcp no reafon to think, that her bea^ 
fingChriftin'herWornb, which was a Angular Favour con- 
ferred on her, but has nothing of Merit in it, flionld advance 
her above the mod Eminent Apoftles and Martyrs, who with 
undaunted Courage and unwearied Induftry propagated the 
Gofpel throughout the World, and were the great Miniiters 
of his Kingdom : Jam fiitfe bur Saviour does not feem to> at- 
tribute «ny fiich might]f Vertue to the Maternity of Mary, 
when a certain Woman laid unto hiiri , Blejfad is the Womb, 
that here thee, and the Paps which thoa haft fucked 4 , he anfwered, Llakc ' *• 2 ?< 
yea rather Btefjed are they, who hear the Word of God and kgep it. 
And in another place, when fome'told him , behold thy Mother & * l 
And thy Brethren ft and, without de firing to fpeak with thee, he an- 
fmeredandfai&mtohim, that told him, vfhoismy Mother? And . 
who are my Brethren ? and he ftr etched forth his % hand towards his 
bis Difciplcs* faying / behold my Mother and my Bre- 
thren , for whofoever pall do the W til of my Father, which is in* 
Bekven, the fame is my Mother,' and Sifter, and Brother. Which, 
prefers his meancft E/iftiples before the Mother of his Flefh, 
eonfidered only as hfc Mother *, which he would not 
have done, had the bare Maternity of Mary advanced her a- * 
bove all other Creatures, 

Weil, but fheis moft d'ccptabU to GSd in for hitercejfwn for 
its. Did the Angel tell them this too , as well as that Iheis ' 
felelfed among Women ? Wnencethert do they learn it ? Is" ir - , 
only becaiife (he is a Mothdr? Have a SI' Mothers then %h a 
natural Authority over their Sons, even when they areSove-r 
raign Princes?. Cannot the Eternal Son of God chufe*an 
Earthly M >ther, but he nvift admit her into the Throne with 
him , and govern his Kingdom , if npt by her* Commands, . 
yet by her Importunities and Requefts ? This is thought a 
great weakflefs in Earthly Princes, and ufually proves fatal to' 
their Government ; and yet it is much more tolerable in Earth, 
than in Heaven, What has the Mother of his Ftefh to do to in- 
termedle in' the affairs of his Spiritual Kingdom, which (he is' 
not capable of managing? She had no Authority in the Churchy . 
while ftie-was on Earth, which rethinks her Maternity might 
give her<as much Right to, as to^be Qieen Regent of Heaven* 
When Chriit was a Child he lived in subjeftion to Maf-y and 
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Jofcph, though he began early to give theffl S^etifflgft of a 

Supeirjour Power he had, and fuch £wOfk to do, as discharged 

himfrora Subje&ion to Earthly Parfcrits. When he 'was but 

' . s twelve years old, he told his Mother,kra> was it, that ye {wght 

Lute %. 4 , — ^ ^ ^ nQt ^ j n ^ fa a y 0iU ^ fathers lufoefs > When 

his Mother at the Marriage in Cans' of Galilee acquainted him, 
that their Wine was fpent, and infinuated her defire, that he 
Ihould help them, he rebuke? her for it, Woman tobat have I 
tohn iii t0 ^ w **^ *^ €€ • m y ^ uHr v-ttot'yet come. She was not to diredt 
^ ' him, what to do in fuch matters i and can we think then, that 

now he is advanced to the Right Hand of God, he will fufFer 
her tointermedle in theadminiftration of his Kingdom. 

But our Author believes it damnable to thinkthe Virgin Mary 
more fetrerful in Hexv& than Chrjjt, or that fie eon in any thing 
command him. It is well the Imfera Redcmftori, commanjUh$ Re- 
jUemer % is at lafbdifcwned by them , though i*nfay be (ome 
may think it a little too much to c4U it damnable , becauie 
whatever Papifts believe now, there* was a time, when this 
was ufed in the MilTals of the Roman Ghur$i and will he fey, 
that it was damnable then to ufe that Hymn ? 

I believe no Papilt ever thought th ^Virgin Mary to. be Om- 
nipotent* much left, that Ihe can do more than Cbriit can, pr 
can command him by a.direA and Superior Authority \ J jaor 
did any man, thatf I know of,ever charge them with this : and 
if it be only in this fenfe, that he denies the Virgin to be more 
powerful in Heaven than Cbrift, it is nothing to the purpofe ; 
for It is poflible for a Subject to be more powerful than his 
Prince, though he cannot command him, aid can do nothing 
but by his Princes favour i butifhehavefomuchtheafcendant 
of his Prince > that he can deny him nothing y that he does 
Whatever he will have him, and fuch things as no other coat 
deration (hould incline him to do, but the defire o£fuch a pow- 
erful Favourite, this man is really more powerful than the 
Prince , becaufe he has the dire&ion and Government of the 
Princes Power : He has the Prince himfelf in his Power, and[ 
^ therefore is more powerful than he. And if this be the cafe 

Of the Blefled Virgin , that ihe has the Difpofal of Chriii's 
Grace and Mercy , though not by a direft Authority , yet by 
fier Intereil in her Son, n he Sever denies, that which fhe asks, 
but giants that at her Interceffion , whkh he would not grant 
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without it ; if the Papifts believe this , they believe her to 
be niore Powerful than Chrift, and they have then good rea- 
Ton, as they do, to put up more frequent Prayers to tier, than 
to^God or Chrift himfelf. And whether they do not believe 
this, and that at this very day, let any one judge, from thele 
: paflages in the Contemplations of the Life and Glory of the 
Tfoly Mary , which is lately publilhed inEngltfh> Permiflu 
Snperiornm. * 4 There p. 7. he tells us, that God hath by l&Pag. 7. 
C1 Solemn Covenant pronounced Mary to be the Treafury. of 
" Wifdom, Grace, and San&ity under lefts. So that whatf. 
u ever Gifts are beftowed upon us by Jefcs,we receive them by 
" the Mediation of Mary: No one being gracious to Jeftis, 
<€ wjio is not devoted to Mary, nor hath any one been fpeci- 
•«ally confident of the Patronage of Mary r who hath not 
" through her received a fpecial Bleffing from Jefus. Whence 
*• it is one great mark of the Predeftination of the Eleft, to be 
u fingularly Devoted to Mary, fince fhe*ath a full Power, as 
"a Mother, to obtain of Jefus, whatever he can ask of God 
1 c the Father, and is comprehended within the Sphere of man's 
li Predeftipation to Glory, Redemption from Sin, and Regene- 
" ration by Grace. Neither hath any one petitioned Mary jnho 
u was refufed by jefus, nor trufted in Mary % and was abandon- 
* c ed by Jefus. # 

" "A little after he direfts the Devotes of the Virgin, top*g. 9. 
41 have a firm and unfbaken confidence in her Patronage, a- 
** midft the greateft of onr inward Conflicts with Senfuality, 
<c and outward Tribulatibns from the adverfe Cafualicies of 
"this Life 5 through a ftrong Judgment of her eminent Pow* 
<c er, within the Empire of Jefus, grounded upon the lingular 
u Prerogative rflier Divine Maternity i for by vertue there- 
tC of no State of man can be fo unhappy, through the malice 
a of Satan, the heats of our Paflions, or the Enormity of Sin, 
u which exceeds her Love towards the Difciples of Jefus, or 
<c the efficacy of her Mediation for us unto Jefus : So that 
u though the condition of Tome great Sinners may be fo de- 
u plorable, that all the limited Excelfency, Merits and Power 
" of all the Saints and Angels, cannot efFedually bend the . 
* Mercies of Jefti to relieve them, yet fuch is the accepta- 
r " • . * "blenefs 
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* ctptaWenefc of the Mother of Jefqi to Jafothat wfaoefer is 
u lender the Verge of hca: Prottftkm^may confide in her later- 
ic ceffions to Jews. He denying no Favour to her, whereby 
u the Wonders of man's Prudeftinatioa nod Redemption 
" through Jefus* may be magnified and promoted. So that 
the Blefled Virgin is more Powerful than all the Saints and 
Angels in Heaven j Che has all the Fewer of Chrift, all bis 
Grace and Mercy in her hands, and can difpenfe it to fiich 
Sinners , -whom Chrift would not pity aid relieve without 
her, and therefore & a more powerful P&ronefs of Sinners, 
than Chrift himfoifis. And therefore he might well add in 
the next place, that allthefe %k$»gs fy* fromjtfuj to a 
through Mary* md mytkwfortjlftly reftr thtm *U to bcr as to 
the mofi efoftiuU Infirnrrmt 9 Ch*#mL y and Conixyam of atL 
Now if this be true Reprefcnting^t is no Mif-reprefentation to 
fay, that a Papift believes the Virgin Mm to be much more 
Powerful in Heavetxhan Chrift > not that the has any Power 
of her own, but that (he can more powerfully and $Mu*lbf 
ktnd tkt Monks ff-Jtfw ta rtiiif^Simerj^ tkmtki mercies of 
J ejus %m bind thtmfekmmtbm her. 
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SECT. V. 

; I M J G E S. 

THAT theWorftip of linages, as it was praftifed by 
the Heathens, is Idolatry, Monfieur de Meaux and 
the Jteprefenter fuppofe ;and therefore ,their Bufinefs is, 
to give fuch an account of the Worihip of Images, as pra-« 
&ifed in the Church -of Rome, as to diftinguijh.themfelves 
from Heathen Idolaters. :To this purpofe the Bifliop tell$ 
us, The Council of Trent forbids us exfreflyto believe any Di- p a », * 
. vinity or Virtue in them^ for which they ought fo be reverenced, to 
demand any favour of them y or to put any truft in them j and 
ordains, That all the Honour which is given to them, Jhould be 
referred to the Saints'ihemfelvcs which are reprefented by them t 
That the Honour we render Images, is grounded upon their *x- 
c * f */*£*** us the remembrance of thofe Uscy refrefent. That by 
humbling our felves before the Image of Chrift <crucified 7 we Jhow 
what is our fubmiffim to our Saviour. So that to fpeak^ precifely, 
and according to the Ecclefiaftkal Stile, when we honour the Image 
if- an j&poftU or Martyr y our intention is not. fo much to honour 
the Image, as to honour the Apofkle or Martyr in the prefenie of 
the Image. Thus the Pontifical tells us, and the Council of Trent 
exprejfes the fame thing, whenit fays, The Honour we render to 
Images, has fuch a reference to thofe they reprefent^ that fo thc^ 
means of thofe Images which we ktfs, and before which we kgccl, 
we admre> J* fo Chrift, and honour tWe Saints,, whofe Types they 
are. To the'fame purpofe the Reprefenter fpeaks, and ak 
mbft in the fame words. So that the Sum of their Apology! 
is this, That they do not believe Images to have any Divi- 
nity in them, or to be Gods, and therefore do not pray . 
to, nor put their truft in the Image, nor fo much honour 
the Image in thofe external Expreffioris of Reverence they 
pay to it, 'by kiffirig it, and kneeling before it, as ChrilL 
or the S&kt whomthe Image reprefents-, and*the ufefolneisj 
of Images to excite in us the remembrance of thofe whom 
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we love and honour) is a juftifiable Reafon of that Honour 
we pay to them. ~. 

This is a Matter of very great coftflwuence, and/Iefcrves 
to be carefully ftated \ and tnerefore I (hat] ftri&ly examine* 
Whether this ExpojStfofc wiH jitfify thf worfliip of Images, 
and fufficiently diftinguifo the WorflupTof the Ch. of Ro»te y 
frQip thatWorfhip which the Heathens gave to their Images. 

Monfieur de Mwhx pretends, by to* Efytfirip? of the 
Bo&raes of the Church of Rom** tao cut off QbjeftiopEjs aad 
Difputes ; that is, fo to ftate the MatwytlKtt tbjer^iqgy be* 
noplace for thofe Objeftions which Protects cpn>ojpnl# 
urgeagainft worfoipping iaiages. But I do not fee> tjiat her 
has made any Eflay of this Nature in the Pont, of tagge- 
Worihip, but hasj^pft. both all the Disputes afl&oflg theip- 
felves, and with PrQteftants r untouched. 

The Objections which Protectants urge agafoft thQ Wor- 
ship of Images, as taught and praftifed in the Church of 
&ome t are principally thefe four* ** 

i. That it is exprefty forbid by the feeond Goajmandmoot % 
without ^ny limitation or exception- 

2» That the Heathens are in Scripture charged with Ido* 
fatry.in the Worfhip of Images. 

3- That it is a violation of the DivineMejeftyy fw** 
kj*M&tftf*i *> reprefe«t God by a material and &nfle& 
Image or Wfturew 

4- That a vifiWe Object of Worihip, tteragjh confidared 
6niy as a Reprefentatioiv is expreily contrary to the taw of 
tyfay and Specially to the fpiritoai Nature of tha Chrifti* 
an Worfhip. 

Now. I do not fee, hov* the Btiho^s Expafitipa tekes oH 
afty v pf thefc Objections, which after all that ta hatfcfaid* 
are in foil force iHQ, as I /hall particularly (hew* < 

r. Thenhejtelfeus, That the Cwt&l if Tttnt firbjd? m 
exprefly to believe any Divinity, or Virtmin lm*ge$% far which 
they ought to be reverenced. We grant* the Cpuneil does 
forbid this-, and he knows that we ne«r chflsgathfpi wkfc 
it r though there are fome practices of the Church of Rom^ 
which look very ftfpicioutly that way: but thpn wa fay* 
the feeond Commandment forbids the worfhip of all Images* 
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without any fijeji Ma&atfcni for tfbre is a*t*iyon*woMl 
in the ComnKHidment to limit tht Prohibition of worship- 
ping Image^to fucfe Images* as are be&v'd to have any DM-> 
Aky ki them. The words of the Cobtaandment are as geatrtf 
as can be> Thmfltdtfiot ihd$ to thy fdfxay <2r*een I#**gt, tt# 
the tik^js?f anything that is in Hearten abevifir in tht Earth hi* 
neatly or intheWatUr under tbk Edrth ; tboufhdt toot bow daft* 
to them f nor wqrjhif them, The Cfotamaridment takes no notfct 
of any Divinity which is fuppofed to'be in thefe Images, but 
only of the Repreftatttion ihade by them, that they afe the 
Likencfs or Reprefentatiori of things in Haanreti, or things oA 
Earth, or things under the Earthy and therefore the vrhole 
Difputc between^Papifts and Pro^eftaAts about the fehft *F 
the fecoad Gommandment, and the ftridt notion of an Idol* 
is left untouched by this Expolitioau 
. The Roman DoSors indeed tell us, that the Heathens wor- 
shipped their Images as Gods, and did afcribe Divinity to 
them ; upon which account Monfieari* JMianx telh xte, M p*g. j. 
thofe words of tbiCoHftcil art like fo many Charal&m to diftittgtijh 
us from IMmr* ; fttiftg we art fofnt from btU*t)HQ With them 
any Divinity annexed to the Images, that wt do mt attribute to r s " &*; *** 
them 4nyVirtto s but that of exciting in us the remttofrance eff^^rteD^ 
thoji they rtfrtfiht. Bat he knew very weH,, that Pf 6tdtanti enrft rf id*i*> 
4eay> dm* th< Heathens, took thfeir images fof Gods any*ry,M<$$,<W. 
more than Papiftailov their Plnkifi^phenddQ)ifidtM<^fttge> 
and made tfa feme Apotogiqsfwctemrelve^ whfefcflteOi-' 
viaesof tht Church of Rome ndwdo*, and vre may fupp6ft^ 
that common Heathens had riwch fuch Appre||jitow abeot 
tbem> & common Papiflfc have : Thofe who Raft any ienlfc 
f ould not tettevcijita to fieOods yand tktifeftfee «9fcj AO& 
Wl believe ftnj? tiirig: hntthereisii6gteatr^ftl*oteha5 
to inch Mem Faith* whatever theif Rdligtonb^who ire void 
of common Senfe. However this Diipute, whether the He** 
tbehs did believe their Images to beOodsjOr to have any ntore 
Divinity in them, than Papifts attribute to their Images* is 
a Difpute ftiU^ and Monfienr deJ&aux has notfaid one word 
to prevent it; and therefore the Condemnation of the Hea- 
thens for worlhipping Images is ftiil a good Qbje&ien agaiitft 
the worlhip of Unagesia theGhurchof tome, till he prove 
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» well -a9 affert this difference between item. : - ■ •- 
- But indeed* tho ' I readily grant that the Chfirch of -Ron* 
does not believe that there is any Divinity in their Images^ 
sod that jhe Heathens did believe that Confecration brought 
down the Godv-wjiorp they worflripped by . fuch Reprefen- 
t&tiQns,! and tie£ihcm -by ' fome intfifitfle Charms tcKheft* 
Jj^ge^tbat thfey thi^vbealwayi p*efent therfctd*ee$ivrf 
th£ir Worfhip * ycfcthis makes no material difference in their 
Notion of Images. : 

; . The reafoniwhy the. Heathens thought it : neceflary by 
jfonie Magical Arts to fallen their Gods, -or fbme Divine 
Powers to their Images, vfas not to incorporate them with 
their Images? :but to fecurp a Divine Prefenge • there, to hear 
their Prayer* , and receive their Sacrifices, without which all 
their Devotions paid to an Image were loft j which was vq>y 
aeceflary, efpecially in the Worihip of their Inferior Dae- 
mons, whom they did not believe to be preffent in all places- 

i King..*8.*7. ^Elijah mocked thePciefts of Bad, and [aid, Cry aloud •, for 
he is a God : either he is talking, or he is fur filing, or he is in a 
Journy, or $cr adventure he fleepeth, and mqftbeatoaked. But 
now, thole who believe that God is every where prefent to 
fee and hear what we do* and that the Saints, who are 
not prelent in their Images, yet do certainly know (by 

% \ ( \ what means foeyer it be.) Iwhat Prayers arid Hctaages are 
offered, to jthe© at their Images, need not *call'do^n any Di- 
vide Ppvflsrs conftaitly . toi attend theit -Images; toft <>fily *6 
procure f heir acceptance of thole Devotions, which are paid 
ta them at xJmt Images. ♦ And this: is the difference between 
the. CoDf^cmlon of. Heathen and Popijh Images : The firfc 
is te prqe^jre. the Pr^fcnc^ of thein Godson • thair Tttidg* ? 
fiieoth^; tQ obtain th? Favour, of ^Ghriftv and fh« Saints , ttf- 
Accept thofe Payers and Gblati6ns 7 and other A&s of De^ 
votioa wjpikh are., offered to them .at their* Images y as to 
^lye : butone.IpftanceoF itin a Prayer ufed at' theConfecra* 
\ tybn of the Qrof$. • Sat&ifcetwr lignum ifiud ip tiominc- Pa~)-tri* 

n^™ !z & fel tih & Smkm Hr Sa»tli^& beneMio Wilts ligm in cm* 

cis. membra ptnp* Jalvatorts fuffenfa fimt r fit tnifiohgno^ nt.o~ 

r antes inclinantefifr fe propter Deum ante Hiamerncem invenian* 
Corporis & Anima famtatcm* Let this Wood he fanftifUd in the* 

name. 



name of the Fatherhood of the Soi, Md^ the Holy Gh'^\ *nd* 
lettht yBUtfwg'of that Wood, en jphkfb -the My Members of our* 
Saviour' hang, be on thi$Wood\ ithaithofc who fr*y and bow them- > 
felves-befor* this Crofs^ may obtain Heakh both of Body and, Sod. ' 
This peculiar Virtue which* Confecration bellows on Images • 
to obtain the Favour of Gbrift ; and his Saiiite, to thole who; 
prayrand worfirip before ihera, is aH thst *fte Hefcfchens in- 
tended in calling dpwh .their. Gods to attend their Imager 
to hear ' and receive their Prayers and "Sacrifices. They did' 
not believe thflr Images to be. Gods, but Silver, or Gold,' 
Wood, or Brafs, or Stone, according to the Materials they 
were made of, as the Church of Rome does -, but they thought- 
their Gods were preferit to hear the Prayers they made be- 1 
fore their Images •, as the Chutch of Rome alfo believes, that? 
Chrift and his Saints have a peculiar regard to thofe Prayers' 
which are made before their Images, as is evideat from their 
forms of. confecrating Images to fuch an ufe. The Heathensf 
did not put their truft in:an Image of Wood and Stone, but 
in that God* who was repcefented by. that image, and' Was* 
there prefeat fohelpthem. And thus,, tho the Church a£ 
Rome does not demand any Favour of Images, nor pat arty Tr up. 
mthem, yetlheexpeft&the Relief and Acceptance of Chriffr 
aad the Saints for that WoHhiplhe pays to their Images y 
and I would defire any Man to/haw me the difference be- 
tween thefe two, efpecialiy whenwe icorifider Bow much 
greater: Vertuc is' attributed to fome Images ^ of the Blefled' 
Virgin in the Church ot Rome 7 than there is to others j a* 
to the Image of the. Lady. of Loretta r £cc. whiefcean fignify 
nothinglefe,thanthiat the Virgin ismorepleafed with, and 
Witt rtiore gracioufly accept x>ur Worihip before fuch an 
Iraa§e,than toy other ; orelfeine-think? theDbvotoes of the 
Virgin fhould not gofo.raariy*Miie$ in PUgrifttagc to the La- 
dy of Lorettoy as they often do, if they believed the Image* 
of the V irgiijt which they had as home to-be Of e^ual Power r ' 
which is as much trufting in Images, andfettributing a Divine 
Virtue to them, aseyef .theHeathensttfcf* guilty of. For* 
me-tbinks thofe wfcb ftriftiy adhere tg tfcte Letter of Scripture 
to prove that the. Heathens 'believed their Images to be 
Gods,, and did put their Tcuft in them, becaufethe Scrips 
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tore exprcfljr fof s fiy feoali coafidcc atfo, dial the Scrip- 
ture exprefly tells us >A* *** AW' •/ the Heathens are. Silver 
and Gold, the rVerl^ef Mens hands \ tfa h*# Mtotkt, In* they 
Pfilm 135. i$,fF*k *°* > Ej* s h™* fkfr but they fee net •, theybarve.Eors<> 
\6 y 17. but they hear ndt 9 neither u .there any Breath in their Months : 

apd therefore we have a* much rcafon to conclude, that the- 
Heathens did not put their TruB: in die material Images* 
which they knew to be no better than ftupid fenfelels matter, 
which could not of themfclVes hear or help them, as to 
confefs, th^t in fome fenfe they made Gods^f them. For 
if the Heathens did not believe them to be dead fenfelefs 
Images, which c<i>uld neither, fpeak, nor fee, nor hear, but 
that they were really animated by invifible Spirits ; thef 
were not fech duH and fotrifti Idolaters, as the Plalmift re- 
/ prefents them; and if they did (as the Pfalmifr takes 
it for granted they themfelvcs acknowledged ) than it is cer* 
tain they could not believe the material Images to be Gods, 
nor the Objefts of their Hope and Truft, and therefore 
might (as fame of their Phikw^ers inef&ftdid)as fafe- 
ly renounce believing any Divinity or fertnein their. Images, 
fir which tb® ought tebe reverenced^ or demanding any Fawn? 
of them^ or pitting a#y Truft in them^ as the Council of Trent 
-does. So that their not believing any Divinity in their 
Images* does neither excufe them from die Breach of the 
, ^oikLC^mmdment^norftficteiitto 

\ ctf Rome * ma ftupptng Jmages>from oat Worftiip which die 

l Heathens gave them t at leaft the Biihop has laid nothing to 

{ anfwet oV jpsvent thefc Objections agftinft Image-worfbip, 

Which he pretends to be the defign of his Expofition. 
: , 2. As a fuller Explication of th* Dodrine of the Chuteh 
.about Image-worflup, Monfien* de Mnmx adds, that the 
Cooncil of Trent ordains, That ailithe Honour which is given to 
them, ( Images > Jhonld be/eferredto the Saints thcmfefoes, which 
ire refrefinted by them •' Or, as die Council exprefles it, The 
Monoar we render tolmageshas fnch a reference to thofe they re^ 
K^^>(adF^ototyjMqu« iiltfreprefentant, to the Prototypes 
which theyrefrefem) thatfy the means, ofthofe Images (per Ima- 
gines* ey thofe Images") we kifs, andbefare which toe kneel, we 
\adere Jtfus Chrjft, andbmenr the Saims> whefi Tyfcs they are. 
• ..-.: Qporum 
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Qs»vm Uto iinliUkiiakiqitt gtffuxt v WhtfeSkpufi tbty ^ ' 

HidwttO ** hare noJExpofitmat all of tbl Db&ffceaf 
fhe Qjufch abaj*: ta^en Worihip,, but only a bap* relation 

Wft* agcovat <& theki RepnrfeiitaticiB ^ ^d that th#Kta»x 
fhip which is given to the Image, is rejfei*fcfrt#itfeew&t# 
tjtfle^ T Md raAlt Ik>il)fifO^C^tiral^$^gre& 19^ ba« yeiltihecfc is 
99 tftdkfi Difputc 3fiWigthem, aboit the: Nature ^fict Del 
greeof this Worfhijfr ted it vrill brnec€^ary:tt>«afeear(hwt 
view of it. ' :.,; ,.i 

They are all agreed* tftat at leaft the external 4<fis of ~ ift > 
cfcafctioaare torbe pgid to Images*, fadr a^Kiflkig, Kn^eliriffi 
E&wing, Profttation, tacepfe ; this Bwa*ibs> and ift/wrj 
aad.-fwr Mfra*dfd* allowed:; they alt agreed, that rife 
Worihip which was given to Images* is upon ara»nc of 
Reprefentation^or as Chrift and hh Saints are reprefentedby 
them, and worihipped in that Worfliip, which is gireif to 
tbzk Lodges. > but then there was a threefold difference be* 
tween them. y ; ': 

1 . That fonae would not allow this Worihip in i proper 
fenfeto be given to the Images, but intfroprlf and abufively % 
becaufe at the prefenee of the Image, which excites in u* 
^remcntf>fanceof the Obje&j we worihip the Objedt re- 
presented oy iti Chrift or his Saints, as if* they wets adtaafc. 
ly prefect -, this was the Opinion of D$trandns r Hdut\ and , 
PkHs Mirmidkla^ vfbo could hardly efcapsthp deofure of 
Herefy Jfor it •, and that which excufed them, as Pa/quiz. y^ m j^ 
fays, Jwas> That they agreed with the Gatholick Church in t $£ 1# p ' 
perfornriag allxxitecnal:A<as of Adoration ta Images* and 
that they differed only, in manner of fpcaking ftbm the 
reft. - : : ", ,- •... ;.? • ■ \: .. 

%:. Tfomtt* Jkpiuasy an*: his Kotbtoers; and f feveral great* 
Divine* finoethe Council of Trmi teach, That the fame 
Worfljipis to be given to the linage,* whichds due to the 
Prototype-, and therefore as Chrift muft' be worihipjxed 
ifoith Batriaj or a fupreani Worihip, loi mtfft ' the' Image of 
Cfcrift, becaufe thV Imageis- wprihipped? only on account of 
-ksReprefentation, and therefore. maft be worfhipped with, 
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the farte Wojlhip with teething reptcfented f. ami the- m<£ 
tion of the Mind to an Image, as an Image* i$thfc fame with 
the motion to^tbcThingreptefent'ed. -Which feems the 
moil reafonableAcconfati tor if! worfliip Chrift by his 
Image* I mult give that Worlhip to the Image which 1 in- 
i«9g f«r Cbrifti beqaufeia that cafe xhe linage is in Chriit^s 
plarc«dJtc*d^0nie. .1 . . : t : ' 

■:' soThc third Opinion bj That though We rtinft worftij* 
Images* yet we miift sot give the Worfliip. of Latria to 
them*: DO.flQt to. the Image of Chrift himfelf, but an infe- 
rior degree of Worfliip. This fome Divines aflerted en the 
AWhorfc/. df itte.:C^ which exprefly deter r 

mined, i that Lttrisis not to be given to Ifnages. Bat this is 
fie molt abfurd Opinion'of #11.} for <if we -mutt worfliip 
Iriiages only upon the account of their Reprefentaticn, we 
muft give, that Worlhip to fhem, whicfeis due to the thing 
reprefented by them \ and if we give any other Worfliip 
to them* wetauft worfliip them for their own fakes. And 
what is.that Worfliip which is due to them, as feparated 
from the Prototype? What Worlhip is due to- carved and 
poliftied Brafs and Stone ? Whoever delires to fee thefe three 
different Opinions, with the proper Reafons of them, ex- 
plained mote at large, may confult Dr. Stillmgfleet?s learned 
Pefence of his Difcourfe of Idolatry,. Part 2. tyap. i.'j^g; 
57 5, &f. x Now the Cpuncil of Trent only determines, that 
theflonotir we give to Images* muft Be referred tp: the; Pro- 
totypes, that we muft adore Chrift and his Saints -in that 
Worfliip which we give to their Images : which feems -to 
countenance the fecond Opinion, That the Worfhipof »£d- 
tria is tobe ^iven tothe Image of Chrift, becaufe that is the 
.Worlhip. which we. muft give; to Chrift : But then the Coun- 
cil refers to the fecond Council of 'Nice -^ which determines 
the quite contrary ; and ttlfirernot undertake^ to reconcile 
the Council with, it felf,fince the Fathers of that Council 
would not plainly decide this Controverfy among their 
Divines. /- ; 

Let us then try, if- we '-cad dlfcover, what Monfieur <h 
Meanx thinks of this Mattery /what Worlhip that is which 
he allows to; be given to Images. 

Now* 
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N^:atfur«IxgftBfffib he isqf 2)j**4%l|is Omniop> 
That ^lExterwl Attsof Adomipn are to be performed 
before the linage* Bat that the Image is not to be properly 
worfliipped, but only Chrift in the prefence of his Image, 
as repefentiug his Perfon to us, and exciting in us the re- 
memoran£e of him. Thus he telk us, That while the Image 
of Chrift crHCifUd, being frefent before oar Eyes, canfes fo pre- "8* 9- 
cious a *emnkrapce inouar Sptdsy we are moved to tefafyby feme 
exterm? fgns, boy far onr gratitude bears hs^ and by hum- 
bling o#r felvejhefae the lm4ge, we Jhow what is oar fubmif- 
fion to far Saviour. So that h$ allows of humbling owr felves 
before the- Image, that is, pf paying tjie External A&sof 
Worihip befcre it. Well! but is this to worihip the I- 
rnage ? For that he tells us, to ffeak, peperly, and according to 
the EccUfiaflical Stile, ( I fuppofe he means a new Modern 
Stile, for the old Ecclefiaftical Stile did fomewbat differ) 
when wo honour the Image of an Afoftle our Martyr, owr Inten- 
tion is not f 9 nmhfp hqnwr thelmage^ as to honour th^Jfofyle 
otjtofartw in the prefect of t\fe Image : that is, this is not pro* 
IWiy* ^iimfroferly^alb^vely called the Worflupor Ho- 
nour of the Image : but Chrift, or his Saints, are properly 
worfluppwl before, 'or in defence of their Images, as re- 
prefeptjngtheffltovis-, which wasexa&ly the Opinion of 

. JJiis€?rtaiply U thekaft that can be madepf the Wor- 
ship tfimg&i and yet as far removed gs this Opinion 
ieemstp be fr pm the Opinion of St. Thomas y who affirms, 
that the Wprfhip of Latria is to be given to /he Image of 
Chr|ft h I trtftjhffW fob? the very fame, tfiopgh very differ 
Wgtly 5 fi?K^4f Th* xigfc feting of tftfc,w# mightily tend 
tocte»t;H»* pprplfx^ CwttQ^fy i and $h$r$fqre I flu$ 
d$ \t wit^^tj^plaw?6 1 can- , . 

i. Th$» I ?i)ferv^, that to pay the external Ads pf Ado- 
rftj§n«* whefyrh or in frefence of a reprefe&tative Qb-> 
faft q$ rwefpatffl§, figntfy the very fame things it is al) 
Qjie kind pf WarflHp*beeaufe the formal Repfon is the fame 
i» $jl ; 3h4 .{feat ig, tfo Reprefenfcation. When I bow to 
the knage of Ch? iffc, I bow to it as reprefentin$ Chrift to 
me, who is the ultimate Objedt of my Worihip} when I 

K bow 
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bow before, or in the prefence of the Image, I da the feme _ 
thing, tho I give it a new Name p I bow before it, as repre- 
fenting Chrift tome; as if he himfelf were there perfonal- 
ly prefent in the Image. When I bow to the Image, I da 
not bow to the Wood or Stone, but to Chrift as reprefen- 
ted in the Image : when I bow to Chrift before the Image, 
I do the fame thing, 1 bow to .Chrift as reprefented in the 
Image which ftands befbre me: For foppofe Chrift were 
there prefent infteadof the Image, would it make any diffe- 
rence in my Worfhip, to fay, That I bow to Chrift,' or be- 
fore him, or in his prefence, when they all fignify, that I 
dired my* Worfhig to him as perfonaliy prefent } no more 
difference is there in bowiijg to,or before* or in the prefence 
of the Image, when I direflmy Worfhip to Chrift as re-* 
^relented by the Image. There may indeed be a great dif- 
ference between bowing ta my Prince, and in the prefence 
of my Prince, when'thefe Expreflions fignify different Ob- 
jects i #r I ijiay bow to another Man in thr preface of my • 
Prince, and in that Adt I do not bow^myTVince-, but' 
wbentt, and before, and in prefence, do not diftingui/h the 
Object, the Aft is the fame : If the prefence of the Image 
were an accidental thing, and had no relation to that Wor- 
fhip which we pay to Chrift or the Saints, where fuch Ima- 
ges are prefetft,. there .would be a great difference between 
bowing; to, and in prefence of the Image * but if thefe' Ima- 
ges be on purpofe ittv\p in Confecrated Places,and are them-*, 
lelves coniecrated for that ufe, to reprefent Chrift and the^ 
Saints to us •, whether we fay we bow to them, or before 
them,* we do the fame thing v and with the fame intention, 
to worfhip Chrift and his Saints as reprefented by them. So 
that if We own, as the Bilhop does, that the Honour done 
before the Image, goes tQ the Prototype, to Chrift, '- or the 
Saints reprefented bf fuch Images, we need not difpote 
about the 'manner of exprefling it •, he may take his own 
way of fpeaking, that he honours Chrift in the prefence of 
Jus Image, fo he honours Chrift as represented by the I- 
inage •, and therefore, in Scripture, to fall down before and 
to the Image, and to worfhip the Image, arcLall equivalent 
Expreflions. ~ ^ 

There 



There is indeed a Vaft difference between bowing to, or 
before an Image, whkh represents Gcd, or ■ Chrift, or fome 
Divine Being to us, as, th? Objed; 9t our Worlhip j and 
bowing towards a place, or worihipping God towards a 
Place, as the Jews worfhipped .towards the Temple, • and in 
the Teitople towards the Mercy-Se^t \ the- one was abfolutely 
.forbid by the Jewilh Law,- theptteyajlow^ed and .praftifed 
by the devouteft Worihippcrs o£ jpod ; : which argues, that 
there is fome difference between them ; and it is not hard to 
fay, wherein the difference confifts, that one is a rcprefen- 
tative Objeft, the other only a Circumftance of Worlhip. 
To bow to, or before an linage, is to worlhip the Im^ge, 
orGodorChriftby tbelmage, which makes the Image as 
.reprefentingithe Prototype, the Objeft of our Worlhip:; 
,bnt which way foever we look or bow, towards the Eaft, 
-or towards the Weft, God alone is the immediat Objett of 
our Worfhip, the Place only the Circumftance of Worlhip -, 
.whenever we bpw to God, we rauft bow towards fome 
-Place or other:? but the Place dops not reprefent God to us 
as an lodagadoes, and therefore is no Objed: of Worlhip : 
which ikows what little reafon the Proteftpr had to compare 
. bowing to the Abort • and kgceling, to the Sacrament, as he calls 
it, with bowing to an Injage- There is no Man of the 
Church of Engl#nd+ that I Jcnow of, who bows to the Al~ 
-ta$ vlJiamfur£tlietChurchiK>,ffh^re Ua^hes anyfuch Pra- 
ctice.. She paly recomipjeadsf to her Children bowing of the 
; Body taGtid, wten they come in ao& go put of his Houfe i 
and though the Communion Table, or Altar, is generally fo 
feituated at the Eaft end of the Church, as to be oppofite to 
♦ the entrance of if, for which, realbn.lbme have called it, &* **• Sal- 
bowing - 4*mtok-tfo Jk*i y.yst our, Church teaches us- to n ?Q?$™? 
-bay^iio regard at all to it. iAnd Arch-Bifhop Land, in.his^f|f^ 
Speech hkthQStar-C^amtier^ declares, That if there were no Y Xni ftvtrd 
Table {landing) be would werjhip God ' when he came into his Confmncts be- 
. Houfe : So that there Is no need to find any Hole^ as the Pro- ***** * **»>]& 
. teftor.fpeaks, tet.g et out a* with the Alt a?, tor that was. flfcver **"& & 5 # 
:in yet, as.far-ras.thisf Contrpvtirfy is concerned j and there- p * 2U * °* 
.fore J. am life to make no breach for him to follow at with his 
Image. -Not does ar*y Map h&tel to the Sacrament, but ofijy 
.; K 2 receive 
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itctfve tihc Saaramerit kneeling-, and if lie ttofluot diftin- 
guifli between ah Ad of Worihip tt> theSaeriflteflt, *nd k 
devout Poftwe of receiving h *, yet the nfcfeufcft Son of tbfc 
Church of Engtandmn. Why does he not as well fay, that 
when we kneel at Prayers, we worfciptheO>fflt!ioii-P»ydr 
Book which lies before us, and out of which we read, as 
^hat we worihip the Bread, when Wereteite tod eat it with 
devout Paffiohs up6ri our Knees. 
But torttorn totheEipofition. 

2. lobferve, that there is a great difference »be!f!We«i b 

-ftiembrative $£*, and the Raprefencation of *n >Iawgt: 

-both bf tteifHndeid excite ib us theremeitobrante df foftie- 

fti«g, but ih Inch different fhanSert, as qoite ater^hena- 

l tutectf thefti. k is neeiffary to take nbtiee^f this, fccaafe 

I fihd Wonfieur de M*mx, and ifter him the Repftfen€er, 

Very much' t6 equivocate in this Matter : it isa very iano- 

ctiit thing to worihip God or Cbfift, whenf any natottl or 

ihftkuted Sign brtogs them to otir minds, even in the pre- 

Tehoettf fuch a Sign^: A* if a Man upon viewing theMea- 

'vetfi, and the Earth, ^and theOreatares that ase in it, Jtoald 

raife hisSoul toGod, ami adore the great Cwacdr of the 

Wbfld ; or upon the^ecidental fight of a natural Ctoft, 

Ihbuld call to mind the Loveof his Lord, who died for hfes, 

•and bow his Soul to hkn in the mod fubmifllve Adorations^ 

becaufe, I fay, this is very innocent, the Bifoop would pef- 

fwade his Readers, that this is the only ufe they make of 

Images, to excite in to the remembrance of tbefe they refrefent 5 

ind irightily womfcrs at the little jnfhce of thofi, mho true % 

With the term of Idolatry j that religbm Sentiment, vbUh moves 

them to Uncover their Heads, or bow them before the Image of the 

Croft, in remehibtance of him toht ipascrt&ifiedfir the Love bf 

ms. And that it is fufticient todifclnguifli them from the 

Heathen Idolaters, That they 'declare, that they iM notmakf 

e$fe *f Images, bat to raife the mind towards Heaven, to the end 

that they may there homw Jefiu Chrift orbit Saints, Jttdmtbe 

Ssiints Codhimfelf who is the Jtsstbor of aU StntHty and Grace. 

Now it is certain, $n Image will call to tftir remembrance 
the Ferfon it reprefents, as theprefeiice of the Perfon him- 
felf will make us rettember him ^ but this vaftly 4iffersj&etai 



a meer meroorativc Sign. For the ufe of Images in the 
Church of Rome, is not primarily for Remembrance, hut for 
Worlhip, as the Council x^ Trent exprefly teaches. Thaf 
the Images of Cbrift, and the Virgin the Mother of God, and 
other Saints, are effecidly to he had and kg ft in Churches, and due 

Honour and Veneration to be given to them becaufe the Honour 

given to them, is referred to the Prototypes^ which they reprefent ; 
fo that by the Images, which we fys, and before which we uncover 
aar Heads, and profirate cw fclves, we adore Chrift, and vene- 
rate the Saints, whofe likgnefs they bear. Thefe are the words 
of the Council, and it would be a very odd Comment upon 
iiach a Text to fay, that Images ferve only for Remem- 
brance. - . 

A meer Sign, which only calls Chrift to our Minds, can de- 
serve noJHonour or Worfliip ^bota rcprefendng$igjn A which 
•putsus in mind of ChrM by reprefentiflg hisPcrtontous, 
as if he were prefcnt, whether it raifes our hearts to him 
in Heaven or not, yet according to the Council of Trent, it 
-miift direft our Worfliip to him, as reprefented in his Image. 
^Vhen Men go to Church to worflrip Chrift, or. the Virgin 
. K Jk£ary y before their images. , it maybeprefumed they think 
of them before they fee their linages, and therefore do not 
go to be put in remembrance of them by their Images, but 
to worlhip them before thelmages, in that Worlhip which 
they give to the Images. And therefore when the Bifcop 
fpeaks fb often of the Virtue of Images, to excite in us the 
remembraficeof thePerfons they reprefent, to reconcile him 
•with himfelf, and with the Council of Trent, whith he pre- 
tends to own, we malt sot underftard him as if Images were 
of no ufe but to be helps to memory, and are honoured for 
no other reafon, (which is no reafon at all ) as the unwary . 
Reader will be apt to miftake biro y but. that thefe vifible 
Images reprefent to us the invifibleObjefts of our Worship; 
and give us fuch-a fenfe of their Power and Prefence,as makes 
asfafldown and worlhipthem before thofe Reprefentations, 
-which we honour for their fakes ; that is, tho they ferve for 
remcinpbrance, yet not.as mcer memorative Signs, but as mt~ 
<toorauve or reprefcatative Obje&s of Worfltfp. 
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3. I obferve, that it is the very fame tiring whether we 
fay, that we worihip Chrift as reprefented by the Image, or 
, worihip the Imagers reprefenting Chrift, for they both flg- 
nify r that Chrift is worlhipped in and by his Image, that the 
Honour and Worihip is given to the Image, and referr'd to 
the Prototype. If Chrift be worlhipped as reprefented by 
the Image, then the Worihip which is intended for Chrift is 
given to the Image in his Name, and as his Reprefentative j 
if the Image be worlhipped as reprefenting Chrift, then the 
Worihip which is given to the Image, is not for it felf, but 
for Chrift, whom it reprefents j which differ juft as much as 
a Viceroy's being honoured for the King, or the King's being 
honoured in his Viceroy. And therefore I wonder, that t a- 
hy Mail of Underftanding and Judgment^ as Monfieur <fc 
Meaux certainly is, fhould think there is any great matter in 
faying, When xoe honour the Image of an Afoftle or Martyr, our 
Intention is not fo much to honour the Image, as to honour the Afo- 
ftle or Martyr in the prefence of the Image \ that is, in and by 
the Image, as 1 have fhowed that Phrafe fignifies, whefik 
is referred to a Reprefentative Objeft : for it is the very 
fame thing to fey, we honour the Image as reprefenting the 
Martyr, or we honour the Martyr as reprefented by the 
Image. 

Having premifed theft things, let us now compare the 
Opinion of Monfieur de Meaux, with the Opinion of St. Tho- 
mas Aquinas about the Worfhip of Images ; and tho the firifc 
is thought by fome Men to fay a great deal too little, and the 
other a great deal too much •, yet it will appear, that their 
Opinions in this matter are the very fame. 

They both agree, That Chrift and his Saints are repre- 
fented by their Images-, they both agree, that Chrift and 
his Saints are worlhipped in their Images, as reprefented by 
them •, they both agree, that no other Worfhip is to be paid 
to, or before^ or in prefence of the Image, but only that 
Worihip which is due tc the Prototype, to Chrift or his Saints 
reprefented by fuch Irrages .: Hence Thomas aflerts, that the 
Intage is to be worlhipped with that Worihip which is due 
to the Prototype } theimage of Chrift with Latria, becaafe 
that is due to Chrift; and the Images of the Saints with 
- - ' Dulia, 
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JDulia, bfecaufe that degree of Wcrffup is proper to rhem ; 
and the Bifhop teaches, , That when they honour the Image of an 
Apojile oY Martyr, their Intention is net fo much to honour the 
Imag* i as to honour the Apojtle or Martyr in pre fence of the Image : 
that is, they perform no other A d of Worfhip in thepre- 
fence of the Images, but that which is proper to the ApoitJe 
and Martyr * and therefore they both agree, that there is 
bat one motion of the Mind to the linage, and to the Proto- 
type reprefented by it \ that \\ as the Bifhop fpeaks, they 
have but one Intention, and that is to honour the Apoille or 
Martyr in the prefence of the Image : and yet after all, they 
feem vaftly to differ 5 for Thorn* fays,that they give the Wor- 
fhip. of the Prototype to its Image •, that is, that they wor- 
fliip the Image of Chrift with Latria, which is the Worfhip 
due to Chrift/, but the Bifhop will not own, that they*pro- 
perly give any Worlhip at all to Images, but only worfhip 
Chrift, or the Saints in the prefence of the Images 4 , Chrift 
indeed with Lama, aqjid the Saints with Dulia, but their 
Images properly with neither : . and yet this difference is 
only in words, as Vafyuez. confefles concerning Jpurandus and 
Holcot, whom Mr. de Meaux follows, that they agreed with the 
Catholick^ Church, in performing all external Alts of Adoration 
to Images, and that they differed only in manner of fearing. from 
thertft. 

For,asI have already. IhewM, to worfhip the Image, or 
before* and in the prefence' of the Image, when it lignifies 
a Reprefentative Objedt* is the fame thing } and there is no 
difference between worlhippirig the Image as reprefenting 
Chrifr, dnd worfhipping Chrift as reprefented by the Image-; 
abd yet this is ail the difference between Mr. de Meaux and 
Thomas Aquino*. : Tho I think Thomas fpeaks moft properly } 
foti if Chrift be worfhipped in his Image, wenjuftgivethe 
Worfhip to the Image, which we Intended for Chrift, be*- 
caufe Chrift is worfhipped in that Worfhip we give to his 
Image ^ and therefore he cannot be worfhipped by his Image, 
if his Image be not worfhipped •, of which more presently. 
' • Durandus indeed, whofe Opinion Mr. de Meaux feems to 
follow, did in words oppofe the Dottrine of Thomas, that 
the Worlhip of the Prototype ought not to be given to an 
> Image, 
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Image, becaufe the Image and the Prototype were two. dijtinEl 
things y and therefore what belonged to the Exemplar could not ho 
attributed to an Image, however confidered as an Image 5 andfr 
the IVorJhip due to the Exemplar could not be given to the Image •' 
but yet he plainly grants all that Thomas intended by it i that 
the Image may be [aid to be worjhipped with the fame Worfhip 
with the thing reprefatoed ; becaufe at the prefence of the Image, 
we worfhip the -UbjeEt reprefemed ty %, * if he .were aEtuafy 
prefent. 

But I have a better reafon than this to believe that the? 
were both of a Mind, tho they exprefied therafelves very 
differently * and that is, becaufe their Arguments, whereby 
they confirm their feveral Opinions are the fame, and then 
it is not likely that their Opinions fhould much differ. 
Durand. in Durandus proves, That the Images are not to be worfhipped, 

Sent. 3,Dift.?. but only improperly and abufiveh'^ becaufe at their prefence we 
<!• 2 * call to mind tho fe Objctts represented by them, which are worjhip- 

ped before the Images, as if they were prefent, by fuch ArgO- 
' ments as thefe : that Worfhip properly belongs only to that 
Being in whom the caufe of Worfhip is, and that only to his 
Perfon, upon account of his adorable Perfections, which are 
the caufe of that Worfhip * 7 and therefore Latria^ov. Supream 
Worlhip can be due only to God, upon account of bis Deity. 
But that which is no Subjed capable of Holinefs and Vertne, 
•cannot in it felf be the term of Adoration-, and therefore 
proper Worfhip can never be due to the Image of Chrift, or 
to his Croft ; tor tho Chrift be represented by his Image, 
there is a real difference in the thing, and in the conception 
between the linage and the thing reprefented ^ and therefore, 
properly fpeaking, the fame Worfhip* is never due to the 
Image* that is to the Objeft represented by it. 

Thomas Aqumasemtim other fide proves, that the Image 
jofflft be worfhipped with that Worfhip which is due to the 
Prototype, or the thing r eprefented by it, by mud* the fame 
Arguments. 

i . That no irrational Creature is capable of Worfhip, but with 
a rtjpe&to a rational Being, which anfwersto Durandus his 
reaion* that Worfhip properly belongs only to that Being, in 
whom the caufe of Worfhip is j and that which ip no Subjcd 

capable 



capable' of Holifcefs atid 'Vtrtuc ^toJhanlmat^otirrati-. 
om Creature Is, and therefore no linage) cannot in it felf 
be the terjp of Adoration. From which it appears that 
they muft agree, that no proper Wcrfhip can be given to 
Images. 2. Betarfe ImMes are to be. norfkfyptd mn accent 
ef their RefrefmatiMy therefore they are to be worjhippsdmtk 
tfrefameWorfoig of the thing reprefented* 3. Becahfe the *zt~ 
tion of the Mini towards an Image, Mi an Image, is the fame with 
the motion towards the thing reprefented. So that Thomat plain- 
ly allows, that the Image is not to be worihipped at all up- 
on its own accotont*but only as ic reprefents \ and to wprfliip; 
the Image as it reprcfents, is the very fame ift Wfth woe-. 
ihippingthe Objeft as reprefented by the Image', becaufe, 
the motion of the Mind towards an Image, as an Image, that 
is, as it reprefents, is the fame . with the motion towards the 
thing represented : That to worfhip an Image as reprefen- 
ting Chrift, is the ferae thing with worfluppipg Chrift as 
reprefented by the Image ^ and therefore the fame W01 - 
fi&p which is due to Chrift, muft be given Co his Image, as 
r eprefenting bira •, or to him as reprefented by the Image. So 
tnat according to Thomx his reafoning, there is no difference 
between his civing the Worfbip of Chrift to his Image, as 
reprefenring ftim, and Dnrondus his Worlhippiog ChrSt be* 
fore his Image, as reprefented by it, as if he were actually 
prefent. . Thomas could not have quarrelled with Dnrandus^ 
becaufe he owns it is the fame thing, tho Dmrandas m q^zrrcU ' 
itith Thomas. * ■ . - 

And therefore xVafy uric, who feems to; understand theyafqnez Dft. 
Do&rineof Thomas as well as ariyMato, acknowledges that; 10*. c u 
Duxsmdm and Holeot differed only in manner; pffpeaking from 
tbq reft •,; and freely declares bis own Opinion. to be, thai; 
an Imago cannot be lawfully worjbipped any other way than as in Ic j cra D m 
x and by that fjhe Exemplar is made the. term and next material Ob r 108. c 3. * 
JeQ if Adoration :' and he gives this Reafbn for it , becaufe no 
wmimate thing is of St r felf capable cf.WorJhip \ but an Image con* 
fidqredas an Image, bat mtbwttbe Exemplar? is jen inanimate c - 9- , 
thing. t This is theDodrinfe of Thomas according to Vafcfue^ 
Which allows no more Worflap to an Image, eonfideredm 
it felf, then Dnrondus does, and yet he fays, that it may be 

L delivered 
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Bellam dt *^^-And- therefore iW*0W*w.tcBs,M> Tk^^jiyitke 

Cult* Imag. 1.2. Wsrfhiptf-tetei* tothrJma&rf<'hr$ i *reprfaite&rfo 

£<w**?3ftte AttftiMjg* Mr w^/rr^ ^n4 fir mt&wry awfc 

fA^- ^^ pfiftw^bf the if^^ v thc Ob^ak WDf&i^pedx 

rtpwft«wd%4r y ^if k w^afoaUy* prefatt. -.-•;.: 

- ^s ifev /Ji* #atehfc Argument againftrtan^rhb po&nse* 

i4^tiTi)iyWc^p^^-'ProtQty,jc is m- Ik- giro-, to. tbo 

^k*>&tW*&tiik itoagi 'indthtnag rtpncfenud \4ndt there? 

Fa fr 5- jfo£ j^/xtffjl fftikfrgi T&.fmt Wirfliip & mvc* dt* t* tkr 

Jtiig*) *fctf : ii ti tke Qhjiti rtfrefmted tyif. I think* if any 

Wor^p o$4ttagts were jritifiatte^this ArgnmeotTOerc ea~ 

fy -arfwettidt For tho abere belajgroaCdiffercnce indeed m 

tfifrriatriffedT ^Wn^ l«mten th^hriagcfaattht Objector 

tweaa Ghrift fi^>oft^Dd hfi$ IfBagclwhicter^Feftnts him$ 

jet in this cafe-there h none in the Conception •; for an Image 

when it reeei^s-our Wodhip in the place and ifcead of tie 

P*9totypeydo«ta>t reprefent according to .the nfiudnatiinf 

of -ah Image by its iikenefs and fcailiokfe > for fthbtfrin 

the thkg and k*< tile soncepf i<ln the Image differs from the 

Objeft it rejprtftnt*-? toot ir Tepnrfents as a Proxy and Sob* 

ftkms, J$h* in th£ eye fcf die Law,, b.tfae: firac Perfon with 

him, whom he reprefents. Thus TTwaw mult underftaad 

*fce fceprcfe&tatioh of an Mage* wj&en hrfaya* that ft is 

'•* — - - thefamie nattim 0f the Mind to.the fanagevand the*ieBfc? 

plat 4 repreftm^d by it y that is, thartho Ifafegfc is iftppefed 

to ftpply &e place of Chrilt, and: joepreferit him prdatti* 

m;aw therefore we worfbjp the Iniagfe a» Chrift s ficfta* 

< — fentathre with that W wfttfp we would gi*e to Jjim w;re Jbe 

a&tmfty prefent ; thk is *ot indeed the naturainie of Irfia* 

ge«, nor is k nateral to .woriTiip then^. itat this is the Jtrew 

Greg. de. Va- Interpretation of TifwawrJas ©oariae* find therefore Grqru* 

knt. A JWrf. rfaj & pakntia expreflf tettsi&> <tkaitbe huagt h vmfhivfevLm 

rJ^; 7 i« a« Cbr»**Hii: Atid Catdtaat iC«**te* fays* Ztotfrgfr. to* 

t&S&W isibere^»*th>.Wrfpcf4* im******** 



&&eJdt*to<iArpHp*id t\rmnm* it: ~tHaf ft,»t26HK fcitf feiij 

litfcgfe, &*<Kiti£ frfo Ttis Tireroyy cm: any M$ftttf Vfr lega 

Proxy : This & what Stiarct raeantby/theq/r rtak^MtJfe rfc SomzjKf -54 

frtfemativumoitte Prototype ;;that tfto the Image does iictf #ft 4. 

contain Cbrift id theftrft fenfe in his owfi proper Pej*l?>iH yet 

it does mthe l&oridjfenfe ashfeleg^l^Xy^^Repi^wai. 

tive* . AodthkJ3iirW»^^'Wml(ejf muftdtkiiowlfdj, rf.there 

beany fertlbin his woid^ 1 /^^ 

«v mr/fr*/ the Ob\eH refrejmed by it)' <ts if hewhrt attuaBy 

freftnt. For why feould he iti the pretence -of "the Image, 

worihip Chrift represented by iq, -as if be, wpre anally pre* 

feat, uatefi he accdunt the ftjiag^he : Subft^tnte apd Repre- 

fentative erf Ghtift> as v if he wc^e-aaijaBj. prefehty^ncl 

this, I thinks reconciles that appearance off^jffttciicy 'be- 

tweenT&w** iand Jy*rmi*t^ oecafioned by ^pifapprehen- 

tfori'Of Themis his Oo&rine. Dftrmtkit owns the Worlhrp 

of Chrift in the preferice or the. Image,, as. he is re|>refcntea 

in thfe Intake, as > if "hs ^fere a&ualfy preftriti "wHich, it 

IMr.^li*4*^^S<l)]^Bi6it alfb'irt : thls magefr btit .fie ml} • - 

not fcllowtfife/iH* fcrify t> m-imfrofcr anil ^%&r faMe y tb 

fcfc the-Wprlhip of the Image, becaufe the 'Image ft not - 

Chrift, ' biit"Bbtti id.'i&e* thing and in tJie conception is tfrftift- 

giiiftcd from 4im v and thcrejbre to worlfiip' tfte Intege of 

Chr^^duM^ixf Wojlhip Wood w Stone* tffcfrdw Woir* 




■nife itfy Wirl!^) tobe gWferftd it^. but as the Pfoxf and 
fttjfrfcfota^ CA^re^Iented 

rathe lAigev arid ribV the materiSP linage* 1 Hnmfch is. wor- 







tore amfeajacif y-df a'Jcgal Proxy or Repreifefi&thre? :: $Up|- 
^pofe-iJf werp to'aH/intiaits and ptrrpofes 3 Legal proxy ror 
^to^^tej' ahd to receive whatever ^nnght ao-andtfcterVfe 
\—> L 2 i» 



( 9 i ) 

hia q#% ^crfefiali^i^city, but A: \$ : fij as bis Proxy*, and 

...... warcei tain.Hopiagc. to 6, andrpaysitto^f as JP'sPrpgyi 

,i..'o th^J 5 ^ ;n°t as hf is A, but JS. : When C worfliips. .4 a£re- 
wclenting the PerTon of fi, lie is properly , faid ftot to; wor- . 
fhip^Eut Rj^f^phe worfliips -rfnQtas^but as -4 is 5, 
in his£ep^ Now if you will fuppofe 

^xobat^Ii^ag^, an4£td&Chrift, *Ju$ explains in wfcat . 
Senfe Thomas, worflu^sthelmagefw thrift, not as the Image 
is Wood or Stone, but as it U the Representative of Chrift's 
?erfon. Mow fuppofe D fhould fcrupl$ payiag the Wor- 
lap of B taA, becaufij A is a diftjndt Perfonftoa B> and 
i^ii'oH^ttothefame VJocthiph ^d therefore ftovld on- 
! y, whrJbip $ ia the preJCence of A+ as reprefenthrg Ijim; 
would not aj|^e World fee, that D and C meant and did 
jthe fame thing, worftupped A as the Reprefentative of B y 
tho J3 is Jleafed to phrafe it otherwise, ^rjd more improper- 
fothan^ does'; for the {rcfonalCapacipy of A is not con- 
judered at all, when it is worihipppd for By but ogLy hi* 
^egfefeitarive Capacity ; aind tbi* is the anfy difference b** 
tw£en Tbt>m*s and Bwrandm^ Thomas worfliips the Imag* 
In ChrifiV place and ftead, as reprefenting Cfarift,* without 
corifidering it? natural Capacity as an Image of Wood or 
Stone ias.C f worfliips Am B'? Proxy* without confidering 
Jfi penonal Capacity : but Durvuks wpTihips Chrift as te- 
jrefoited by the Image (which is the fame with the Image 
peprelenting. Chrift) in the pretence of the {mage consi- 
dered in its natural Capacity; as D worftips B as reptc* 
Rented by -4> in the j)reiepce of A, confidered in his ptffb* 
aal Capacity; thatji^/Ke worfliips rejyefentative A in the 
,weferice of perfbnal Jfj which is the i^me thing thgt G 
does, but is a more uncouth and abfiird way of fpeakiag. 

fhus to proceed, When C worlhjps A as J5\ Proxy, m 
his name and ftead, does he worfiiip A or B l he worships 
A. iridepdi btrt cpjpfidf red, as jfr - r andtherefo^ the Wofflup 
.given to A in thejiameof B^is not : tjbe V^orlhipof A, b^t 
of B. i And will any Man fay that A an$ & are tw<*Obje<a$ 
of Wocfliip I when ia this fenfe, A is B^ and u coafide red 

only 



{ ?i ) 

only as £, that is, a$ Ts Proxy •, and thetcfor^ A copfi- 
dered' as A y &* his own perfonai Capacity, is not woru4j£ 
petfat all, neither abfolutely nor Relatively* ^i?r /*, nor pq 
"accidsns v but if A be worlfopped okly as B 7 to 'lay, that *^4 
fs worfnipped relatively, or fir accidens r h to fay that #, 
who isjvorlhipped jqi ^ is worihippedbodi atofilutcly and 
relatively, properly and improperly;, f*r fezvAfer accidents 
which are fotfti of the. pbje^tians "which Catharimn and 
others ufe ggaihft Tb*masV\\ | ' 

* Much at the fame rate others' compare Thorn** hi* Dq- 
ftrine of worlhipping the Image with the Worlfcip of the 
"Prototype* asreprefenfcdby it, with worlhipping a Sigti, 
^nd-theThifigfignificdi or worlhipping the King ar.d hh 
;Robes, which are very remote from the Bufinefs, and per- 
plex and confound a Uodrine, which is. very eafy to be un- 
derftood, and eafily refcued from thofc Scholaftick Abfuf- 
'dities which are<:har£ed on it, if that were its only fault. 
For the true Reprefentatioh of it, is by conCdering the Nar 

;rure of a Proxy, and legal Repreferitative, whkh afts in 
another's name add Head. , ; 

Having thus coiifidered what is the Notion of Image- 

* Worlhip, according to 7%*w^,and Durandus, and Monfieur 
de Meaux^ that it is a worlhipping the Image in the name 
and ftead of the Prototype, as its Proxy and Rpprelenta- 
tive,/ worlhipping thelipage as reprdentihgGlfriit, asT&i- 
Wjfpeaks, or worlhipping Chrilfc before his Image as rci- 
Iprefthied by it, as Durandm (mdM*deMe*Hx Ipeak. \Ve 
have now fotne Foundation to build on -,.and 1 think they 
'have no reafon to coftiplain that I fiaveitated it in this man r 
ner, which grants them all they can .defire or ask: .for, wi 
*?{iat they do hot wbr/hip Images*, 3s an .lma» , fignifies a 
Figure of Wood or Stonfc j but they wprlhip.the Image as 
reprefentinjg Chrifl: ^ or if they like that better, Chrift as 
xeprefented in his Imaefe \ Tharwhen they honour tht Image if 
an Apoftle or Martyr r they do not Jo much intend to. honour, the 
priagty as the djoftleor. Martyr in J hi frejence of f thi TmkgL 
Let us then cdnfider whether this .will juftiry them y and ijf 
this wUl not, I dottbt'their Ca&fe is defperate.* And hi order 
to this, I (hall do th:fe three things. 

- 1. Show , 



. . .(**. ...... ... 

'■ t. sfeovir you; that thfe is the only, int^gibfe Nptfpk c£ , 
worftippipg God, or Clirift, .or the' Sdm^; by" Images f 
that Images ark a kind of legal Proxi& apdlSLepr^entatiyes, 
to receive our Worfhip in the nam? agd ftead.of Ghrift*. o* - 
the Saints. ! -V \ . ' ./ \ . 

- • 2- That this is the Scripture Notfqji ;pf Image- Worlhip ; 
andthatinthfefenfeitis thci 'Scriptur? <:on<jemn£ the. wefa 
-flrfp of Images', fe^ftifed^y the Heathens: ~ ."^ 

3. I r fhall fbowj wherein the Evil of worfliipping Images 
"acccrdiDg to this Notion coniifts. ' 
: i. That this is' the only intelligible Notion of wor/hip- . 
5>ing God, or Qhrift,or the" Saints, % Images •, that; Images 
'afeakindof legal Proxies and Reprefentatives tV receive 
our Worftrfp in the name and ftead of the Prototype or the 
"Being reprefented'by them." 

The Realbn of wor/hipping Images, is to do Honour to 
fbme Divine Being ifcprefented by thefe Images : for the 
truecccafion of Image-Worfhip, is that fondnefi Men haw 
fbr a vifible ObjeA or Worflup \ and hecaufe. they caiinot 
fee the Gods they worflifp, therefore they fct up Images, as 
vifible and reprofentative Deities, to receive their Worfhip 
in the name and ftead of their Gods. Now. if jye grap^ 
that Men intend to worfljip. their, Cods., ip that Worftup 
they pay td, or before; their Image?, we ftiuft grant" that 
thefe Images ixt infte?4 of vifible f GOd$ to-thenu or fiijf 
ply the place of their Qcds^and rec^iyg Wptftipin.thgf 

mm0s. • .. ""*; " ; . * : " ; ' ."; * J % » T *.: \ 
"For to wqrfltfp Srod;; pt &ny Puine Being, *by an Imagcj, 
"can fignify neither more nor left, . than tP wQrOup. God, or 
Chrift-Jpf theS^fntsy in 'tf&t WpfJEhip! wbich.we give ^i 
their Image* : for r Gptf cajinot b^ ^orfliipped in an linage 
? any ptherwife,' thanks' thfe Wfftfhip which is given to the 
ImageisMsWorfhip, and giv<k*iri. bis 'Name: for J? can 
• be wor topped frpf, "drily as jf is; &s Representee, add 
isWorlhfepfedin^ls name and ftead. ;To worflup anyBo- 
Jhg£ htowqitoigbfe Ifefrfon 7 and therefore we mutt eithef 
^prMpftmrip his'own natural Perfbn, or in.bis Repreftij- 
tative, *ho is his legal Petfon; 

■ '• r As 



; t ' Aa to ftew you t&i* partfcnlarlyv ^ • • " ~ l -. -; 
( : if any Mqn were ercr fcfqttifh a& to beiwre their Image* 
^raftJws, that is, tbcrrfitrie Figures, of Wood, tar Stance 
cor BratW to be Gods and to worfhip them as Gods, fnch 
Men cannot be {aid to worfhip God by an, Image* hot to 
worihip an Image-God v for the fcnpgeitietf is thrir GocU 
tod: the Woflfhip terminates oaths tangem God.: They 
mky be feid to worfirip falfe Gods, pods^ in a ftri&and 
proper fenfe, of Wood and Stonfe v hot to worfhip God 
by ah fanagje, and to worfhip the Image k Aif^foraGcd, 
are very thflsnft things: : and if the Scripture forbids the 
.WorUdpoftiod.by ^n, imaged it will jiot-Mti<F lW@t~ 
Worfhip, to fay, that fome Heathens were fuch Sots, as«o 
beiltveihetclaiagrii AtoTdveisjitofbe'Gdds^for {Mtfii? iihp 
are not finch-Sots, mafy Woribtp their Gods by Imager ai 
all thofc Heathens did, who r atkffl>wledgerf thdr Images to 
be only Synibote and Reprefewtotddnsof their <Gbds; 4&d 
therefor^ Jitat 4)6 be i Gods. Jthem&lvbs ^ far the fame: thing 
cannot beadtynbatAad AepnelCTtauoa^i^; which ak 
a^goodfrnfciast6/fe^ that? a Sign, aftd; die: thing -fijpiffcd 
tbyic, kthefeme. ■ 

To give a iprpper? though inferiour degree of worfhip to 
Imager thcra&lvcs^ is not to' wot (tap God.orChrifcby bis 
Jmagc, bccaiife' ill ibis cafe, the Worfhip titayi giv* ; co tibe 
image of Chrift, k*iot foch a^W(lrnl9•as'ii^bi)^]fte 
Gbrifl-, a ikL is terminated nDt oh* Chrifr, hot on his Image. 
No Worfhip is proper to be given to Chrift, bnt the Wor- 
ship of Lot ria, or fnpream and foveraign Worfhip : batAe 
RooiaaDodtoii, wka embrace this Opinio^ deny with the 
<fcrond<JDfflntii of Mas> that £*tr ji/tpay be givers to Ixftir 
<gevand ingeofetalrQJeft the Po&iiwi of Thorny that the 
■hnageis to be wwftiipped with the Worfhip due to the tot* 
totype : And how thenxaa Chriit be war (tipped Fn hk I- 
mage, if no Wdrlbip h grairtjo the Image, which « fitlbr 
-Omit to receive? when the Image has no Worflrip javth is* 
hot £bch as ^proper toiti fclf, corrfidered a* ChriiWhriage, 
vrHl they, catt this the Wor^ip ^>f Chri^: P efpeciatty^ finck 
lihisWorSiip which hgnrentg the tma^e, fe terminated « 
the Image as its; owa proper «m4 peculiar Woffhip, .as Car 
•*".•' tkarinw 



thtritwdzTABetarmintyZrA all of this way acknowledge 
who rejeift Thorn* his Doarina-of worshipping the Image, 
with the worfliip of the Prototype represented by is,, & 
caufe this is not property the Worfliip of the Image, but of 
the Prototype •, and therefore that die Image may be fure 
to be worfoipped, they give it an inferior degree of Wor- 
(hip, which terminates on .it felf. Now how Chrift fhould 
be worihipped ia that Worfliip which terminates on ids 
Image -, that is, how that Worfliip which ends in the Irtiage, 
and goes no farther, fhould pals through the Image, and end 
in Chrift* *as it miuft do, if Chrift be worMpped in the 
Image, is paft my nndcrlianding, as all Contradictions 
«e. . v •'-•... 

But thfcy refer tbe N Wbrfhipx>f the Image to the Pro- 
totype. But it is worth enquiring how they do it ; Do 
they intend the Worfliip they give to the Image for Chrift i . 
that is, Do they intend to worfliip Chrift in that Worfliip 
jhey give to his image ? No: they cant do that, became 
tjuiy give only an interior degree of Wrirfhip to the Imager 
Jwhfch fe notworih? of Chrift \ not a Worfliip proper for 
him, but only for his Image : but they worfliip the Image 
for the fake of Chrift \ and this they take to-be an Honour 
X$x Chrift to worfliip his Image : bn( this is not to worfliip 
Chrift in or by hi* Image ; for in this way Chrift is not fror- 
foipped in- that Worfliip we give to his Image, but it is to 
worfliip tbe Image for Chrift s lake, which is, by interpre- 
tation, an Honour to Chrift', as any refped we fhow to the 
Ifcageof the King, argues our Efteera and Honour for our 
tktng> whofe Image it is : but thefe two differ a* much as to 
•honour Cbrift in our Aftions, and to worJhip him, as to do 
Something which is, by interpretation, ah Honour to Chrift, 
•and to make our immediate Addrefles, to offer up our Pray- 
ers and Thankfgi vings to him. Every thing we do for the 
Hononrrof Chrift* is not prefently ah Aft of Worfhim 
«afed therefore though we fliouid grant,that.we honour Chrift 
Jm the: WoriMpaf hts Image, it does not foH©wi>that there- 
fore wtfworlbip hini in worfiiipipihg his Image** when >we 
flivfcno Worfcip at all to him, but only: to his Image-, which 
plainly ihow^ that ia this Way they do not wonbip Chtit 



has very great and learned Advocates, vet it cande£4& tM> 
meaning of "*#, i^fe t*f 7W'«<&bIe H 'fe *x rtcoh- 
cUeable with the Prance of the CKurdK bf £<ww*-, WWfcW 
pYaf* every (day fcdhrHt, and the Hefled Virgin, 'to Saints' 
alra MaftyVs£ J wWre £ Aetrirnatgei, in iaeh i €*ths'a§<are fe> 
per oWV* tb : bc nfed to therttrelyes : 5 Which <beiid« ; *tie' efcheF 
Fables bF t^:fc horrid tfbn-fefrfe i^they do ndt intend W 
worlhip'dtrfft ?md the Samts inthelr images. 
"- Machos dotfjoft woriftip the Prototypes in "tlielflnjia- 
fgpSi who offlypfe Images 1$ helps, to. Memory, and to ex- 



dte.'^fevoift'iWttftibhs $rlhem, f that tf the fight «f Ae Itaag* 
they naffer 'up^faie fervent Prater? to GodW Chr8t t 
fih? thbfcgji tftjs tij&cWcV ihay and has * great many other 
Faults ihltj : ^etrafeifrnwrherin the intention of the Wor± 
ft^ber, toSiwrlWb tte.ftnageyiior the 'Eseftphr by the 
fiSagV ." ivtonpira? Mtm^hf fome^&rpreffibii*' he nfts* 
vroUldJ)er^aa6hfelteaaeVs, thafthfiRs. all tlie/<5hth4h*of 
Mm* intends HA • ^ t^tfflmages^taiW yi* he ttWhs the 
Dbftrfne 1 %f«flitf *3biMU f W tfrWj} W> m mmrifffo 
lm*gt. %}rieferhiitb t&k P'rottyfty bitdnjt ty tbt Motet toltifo 
*iJ$ii jto&fofifo p^J)'-vk'Hffcofftr **r Hetnb, m& ' frvjfirM 



m%i#9l-Jk- Wlfo^inHr MieY<^t*Swc4^GI 
an%ne^taft;'the wbrffiip ^fih&^agev, : aadt&erbi 
f&rrtffc'flgH ffta&esmay be- helped Ih^if attbj yet they' 
fhj&be j hbfionr ed and worlhipped, that ChrHt^nd hjs Saitifct 
feaybe' : \vdr(nippedhi.tibem, aqdbythem^ <whUh v fea vejry 
e^ereflfthntefrbmt^ngtateSkhs'tb,^ bar Metobrfc 1 ) 
aild ^aicken^dur^IievbtiAtis.'-' tWeis «o need- of Gdiflk 
cration for this End ; and the Church tik&hbtobtfcejjf tBft 
«fe of them in her Forms pf Confecratiottv' ' Thefi; «re a& 
thefr&ences 1 havener tfftMbrthe 1 nfeW ftttagfe-ia Reli-, 
BiobiWorJh'tp i arid iris eMdjeht ■ rrott^hat fkve IkkL 
afctfcetS-tf fro qifcet; fehfe; therein fcbtf oi-Chtfff tab # 



Jf itwefe-hi* fegatPJrttXy^dR^irtfentafiTe i-wTiK*$'a*i 
:i> - M - have 



lute fcwred, is tfcc true Interpnstatwa, Jboth of|lie{^ 
&riw of Dwandm^ and Monileur de Mtmx, and Tbomvm 
this Matter. • ' - , t 

idly. I am now to fcow,that it is in this Notion the Scrip- 
tore torbids the worfoip of Images, as the Reprclpntative* 
of God, or any Divine Being, to receive oar Worfrip iji 
God's Name and Stead. It is true indeed, the iW (^ommand- 
mept, which forbid^tlie WrlHipof Image^tgkes no notice of 
t£e Diftinftions of the Schools, in what Nbtioo an Imagp is 
wbrfhipped* or what kind and degree of Worfliip is given ta 
it; but the words are fo large and genera V as to exclude 
all ufe of Images in Religious* Worflrip. The Worthy 
which is exprefly forbidden in the Commandment to begin i 
yen; tf> Images, is only the External Aits of Worfliip, luch 
as to bow down to them j which Is the very leaft that can 
be done, if Men make any ufe of Images in Religions Wor- 
ship :. The Images which* are forbidden to be wor/hipped, 
are qll forjs of Images wlaatever : % The Ukgufs */ any Thing 
wllkh. i* inHtmjtnahov^ or in the Eattkhncatb, or in the Wa- 
ur {undtx the Emh. And how extravagant foever Mens 
Fancies are, they cannot welt form any Image, bit maftbe 
like to feme of thefe things, either in whole or in part. 
But the Commandment takes no notice of Mens different 
Opinions about Images, whether theyiook upon them as 
Gods, or Reprefqntatives o£ God, or helps to Memory an^ 
Qevotion : for fincethedefignof the Commandment is to 
* forbid the ufe of Images in Religicus-Worflup, it was daar 
gerous to leave any room for Diftindions; which is to make 
evesy Man jpdg, what is an Innocent, and what is a finful 
pfe of Images v which would utterly evacuate the Law : for 
J^enof Wit can find out feme Apology or: other foe the 
gjoflfeft Supkrftition^. 

y Asforinftariqe;- » 

\ I find a notably Criticiihi in the Advertisement to Mbn- 
#eur de Memx his Expofition, ■($. 14, ) That the Images, fir^ 
hidden in the faend Commandment- are th/e which are famd* 
dcxtAh* made* ai wefl as to be werjbijfcd^ The Gonfeqiience 
<*f which Is, That the WorJbip of fuclt Images as mag be 
J&wfalty made,, is, not forbiddeain this Law y and then in* 
% 4e r4* 



deed there is room efao^h for tte Worlhip of linages : uo- 
Jefs be will fay, That it is unlawful to make the Images of 
any. thing in Heaven or Earth, qp. under the Earth ; but 
then they can have no Images to worlhip. TertnKian indeedL 
and fome others, condemned the very Arts of Painting and 
Carving Images, as forbid in the fecond Commandment ^ 
and it is certainly unlawful to make any Image in order to 
Worlhip it. But I defire to know of this Author, whether 
it be lawful to make an Image or Picture of the Sun, and 
Moon, and Planets j of Birds and Beafts, of Men and Wo- 
men, which are the Likenefs of Things in Heaven, and . 
Things oh Earth ? If it be, then the making of thole Ima- 
ges is not forbid in the fecond Commandment, and then the 
worihip of them is not. forbid neither. ■ Butheftys H* 
means fuch Images as are made to irefrefint God, and tbofi 
which art made to Jhow him frefent, and which are w&Jkippest 
with the Jaime intention as fnMof bis Mhnnky. Bj)t is this the 
Work o£ the Carver, or the Painter, to make a God ? Gail 
the Pencil, or the Knife, pat Diviryty into a Pi^ore or 
Image ? This is the work of hind that Confecrates, and him "' 
thatWorlhips. 

*' <: - Qfu fingk Sacros anro vel manmrc vultus . 

r~ . Non facit iie Dels, qui co/ir, ill* facit^ - 

• He had forgot the Brazen Serpent which Htzrf&k broke, 
the making of which, Ifuppofe, was not forbid in the fe- 
cond Command, but it feems the worlhip of it was. But 
to return: . # • . ■ 

• Though the fecond Commandment forbids the worfoip of 
all forts of Images, and every ad and degree of Worlhip, 
withodt leaving room for any Exceptions or Difbindiodg « 
yet ye may learn from Scripture, what was the currant No* 
tion of Image- Worlhip at that time, t^c. That they wor- 
shipped their Images, not for Gods, but for Symbols and 
Reprefcntations of their Gods-, that is, they let them upas 
vifible Objefts of Worlhip, to receive their Worlhip in the 
name and ftead of their Gods : They did not worlhip the - 
Images themfelves, but their Qods in and. by their Images. 

M 2 Indeed, 



Iftdef&tto 1* ^h« ^UT Notion aTlmag^Wbrfcrtj *** 
'wyM»P*Wf tod* *ilfcCttfHtetaS; began US v*orIhi|y images^ 

j •• Jbfc »;tte Itawfctth* Hdad^ thdr WtxiWp 

pfnl«ttgf»r! T^di*^did!aQtfcdklirc:tb«u ttj be Gods, but 
©P%»»r4ilSS»i th^trr.Qddaio -ttefe Jtaagpfe. Thus C/ma 
»&fctfK*t^^ Shapej 

wumj.i.c.27. i^ fijrffflxvefavny that they migftrhjnre Iniagestomate 
_ . fcta*»r Addwfies to* as ifi the God* theinfelves were prefent. 
aut*: i* &#& &*&vm XjxiM&risMhtgvJiaiaimi *f tfaew hnagds 
*ittcrt. 38. w^fentepu^oW^Tliat^ a»feBrbiitifb.ri»ny«aurc« 
«tl R^refcittation&cifi the jE*icy,;;ca taring us to the oon* 
i^titoof kim^^^k«Dait£«s oat whattb* Image bo, lb 
fc^ripg iGed td char Thought*, aoddiro^ out Worfhip to 
tote* *S^^r zv4«A*kct Jk» /*<**»• \ ^^ and !M«* den? 
&b tShfcyCthougkttbei^ -Images tdbttQwfcsj aadift did the 
See Dr. Sril- ^tf>jtf jfc] ufcuArtfcjpv Jb&amfas* : tt"di St* -A^/iv a* ih&fe 
?•*?£ J2r S*fcB« acteowkdg; : lilidk tytimtidk u& That a lover df 
ftvS* God loves the Reprefentations of the Gods * and beholding 
ay, p,46<5,tf-c. their Images, doth fecretly fear and reverence them, which 
although inviiilrfe themfelVc8 T doibchbld hrnv And Dio 
Chryfofiom^in \ihO\yiBfkk prafitoft* Vg&(e* Ifhis Account 
why Men are fo fond of Images, which they know cannot 
Mo chryC &&*£*' $£ ittrifibfc! and iqc^prcflaWe Nature ofi God, ' Be- 
One. is. c&JsM&kMdrtkm in* umMp 6W id s <tyfator, hut h 
%m* n&#i*ni fal Um% tnd.nith, <^a9ccS*<yfiB*ubfa r ami 
Cram him. Nay, thofe very Heathens who beliexed that 
forge* tea ifibteS^rit^ incorpo- 

i p^.vwH their teiagci (whjeMt ^oesrnotappcar w Hie, 

tfmt&Y.di tht^ihobght:)':btt.yDcfent in them 4 did not 
tbwefiwrc^edtoptfhe material Eigrtrcv bat tbrbqghtb%vifi- 
blokntgfl, woirtiipfod, thofe invifibfc Spirits: which were 
St. Aug; in biAmit ffr* W 'rir/fti/c o>/*, y«d nmwtpod iUicimifiU* 
P6L 113. ^M&r.-'< Jtod thctsftre^AotWiw. flays. That they fr*M 
Amok L 6. «&* *b* I»w#» <rf their Gods, ' Kin**** jM^toaotowv that is, 
tfJ feti tKftW hi thfe place of God, to bed . vkatibos Qbjeft of 
Worfhipv Mr receive their Worfbip id the name of their 
' " Gcds \ 



podsf .and ttet God receives their Mfoflfpty Images^ per 
qutcbtm jUU? \cammjfa^ by way of Ti^t* ^tf^they were 
morurted to. receive their Wcrlfcfp for God iji his &ea$t 
Hence fajitflm tells ^ss^ tbsfc n<r Image of God oughnob? 
yyor/hipped, but only Chrilty who is what he is j and he not 
to be worftipped inftead of Ged, but togethtf with hinij 
which iHows plainly what Notion the Father had of pr,qp$r Aug, Ep. i ip. 
Image^orfcipi that it is to worihip the Image infteadcf c n. 
Gcd : and therefore tho Chrift be frch an Image of God a$ 
fault be.wojfliippcd, yet he muft n6t be woribipped as an 
image ^ that is, not in the ftead, but together with God> 
j^xid St. Htcrom on $om. i. gjve* the Jfejne notion of Imager 
ysoxMpx^^^odo^iJib^sP^ per fimuLerum vijiktle ccltrfr 
iwry tiiathistW^ . . •' - 

and t^efore^UHigdowa before tbdr Imager is called bj 
IdrwhMy Deontm antt w fftftratiy pjjoftrajtijig themfefres ArtL L u 
before the Face of their Gods j which is aptly exp^Hed by 
Cjtfar r ^ant€ fimd&ra frojc&i viiicrUm -a Dm ixppfcerm* Cifar dt&fo 
falling dbvyp before thejr : Images, they I?<egged. Viflwryisif civ. 1.2. 
their Qods. And in thofe days befdre*hey were.gcqpftinted 
with School-Diftindions-, . to pray to their Gpds before tketo 
Images, and fixing their Ryes on them^ was thought tp bfr 
Iciiage-worflrip } thus St- A»ftiu exprefles it by Skni vet 
ar^mMmfmHUiprHm^ adoring* o^prayui&lpokiog uponstt 
forage : and &dges Q%>*4 $#mmffSfi gtm t wfatf • inu^j^ Oid.LFaft.4. 
jpito* fixity with bended Knee&fce fixes h$ Eye vpop tfc Iroagd 
of the Goddefs: and indeed all the Argiunents of the an- 
cient Fathers againfi the Worihip of Images are levelled a- 
gainil this Notion of it, tHat they worflupped their Gods by 
linages, nbfc that they tfiougjbt their Imager to be£od&. 9Fb«t 
theji being the received Nption of Im^ge-worlhip among the 
. Heathenvia wh^hthey ?U agreed^ as far : aawe ; hare any 
iccounf. of their Opinions, aid bficg the only intelHgiblcr 
account that can be given of the Worihip of Images, wc 
Have reafon to believe, that the iecond Comjiaqdottenr^ 
which forbids the Worihip of Images, had * principal regard 
to it 5 ■ but I .have other Argument* from #e Sinptufe it 
if If to confirm this Opinion. 

* 1. The 
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i. The firft is from tbefirft Example of Image-worihip 
among the Jfraelxes after the giving this Law; that is, the 
•Worlhip of the Golden Calf, which Aaron made while 
Mofes was in the Mount : That this £alf was intended on" 
Jy as a Symbolical Representation of the God of Ifrael^ and 
that they worlhippcd the Lord Jehovah in the Worlhip of 
this Calf, is fo evident from the whole Story, that I confefi 
I do not think that Man fit to be difputed with, who de* 
oies it •, for he muft either want Underftanding, or Honefty, 
to be convinced of the plained matter, which he has no 
mind to believe. The occaflon of their making this Cal£ 
was the abfence of Mofes, who was a kind of a living Ora- 
cle, and Divine Prefence with* them. They faid to Aaron, 

Exoi 3a. i. Vf\ ' m *ks us Gods, which thai go before us : for as for tfais Mo- 
les, the Man who brought as apout of the Land of Egypt, we 
wot not what is become of him •* So that they wanted not a new 
God, but only a Divine Prefence with them, fince Afefes % 
who nfed to acquaint them with the Will of God, and go- 
^ Tern tfcem by a Divine Spirit, was fo long abfent, that they 
thought htm loft -, when the Calf was made, theyfaid, Theft 
be thy Gods, O Ifrael, which brought Thee out of the Land of 
Egyt* : Which they could not poflibly under ftand of the 
Calr, which was but then made. For tho we (hould think 
them fo filly, as to believe it to be a God, it was impoffibl^ 
. : ; 3 ' - they fhduld think that the Calf brought themliut of Egyft , 
before it ftfff was made : Nor 'could they think any 'Egyp- 
tian Gods delivered them out of Egypt-to the ruine and de- 
flation of their own Country, elpecially^ fince they cer- 
tainly knew, that it was only the Lord Jehovab,'vrho brought 
them out of Egyft by the hand of Mofes; and therefore 
A arm built an Altar before it, and proclaimed a Feaft to the 
Lord, or to Jehovah, as the word is: which makes it very 
jplain to'any unprejudiced Maft, that they intended to wor- 
ftrij) the L6rd Jehovah in the Worlhip of the Golden Calf, 
which they made for a fymbolical Reprefentationand Prefence 
stt Dr Scil- °^ ^°^ ** w hfch no doubt was very agreeable to the notion 

Hngfl. Defm$ the -Egyptians had of their Images, from whom they leaan'd 

<D#.*fi&- this way <0f Worlhip , and I need not tell any Man v how 

istyf.'Wi&c difpleafing\his was to God. 

2* Ano- 






, 1- Another Argumrajt pf this, is* That Images" arecelted ' 
Gods in Scripture i Jja. $4^10. )¥m hafb : fyjkUned * Ged^cr ifi, ^ 10 ^i$ r 
mitten a Graven !&*&*, Chicle u profitable for nothing.— He 17. 

maketh a God and werjbippetk it ; he maketh it a Graven Image % 
and faBeth down theret:— r ^The refidne thtreef he makitk a 
Gody even his Graven lmage % attd werflnfpetk it, and frjyetk 
aHto it x and faith, Deliver m,fer than art mfGcd. J need not 
multiply places for the proof of this ^ for this isown'd by all 
the Advocates of the Church of Rome, andjrelied on a^thq 
great fupport of their Caufe. from hence they fey, it is. 
plain in what fenfe God forbids the Worlhipof images, viz. 
when Men worihip their linages for Gods* arthe.Text afleKsr 
the Heathens did. But tho the Church of Kerne worflrips; 
Imager yet fhe does not worihip them for Gods, but only * 
worihip > God, or Chrift, or the Saints in and by their Ima- 
ges. This is tfie reafon of their great Zeal to make the ' 
frit and fecond Commandment but one : becaufe the firft 
Commandment forbidding the Wprihip of all fa!feGods > If *■'• 

that which we call the fecond Commandment, .which fop- 
twds the Worlhip of Images, b§ reckoned only as part of the 
firft, then they think it plain in what fenfe the Worihip of 
Images is forbid viz. only as the Worflrip of falfe Gods > 
and therefore thole cannot be charged with the breach of 
fhi$ Commandment^ who do not beUeve their Images to be 
Gods. 

Now befides wliat I have already faid, to prove that* the 
Heathens did not believe the Images therafelves to be Gods* 
which is fo fottifka Conceit, as no Mpn of common Senfe 
can be guilty of •, I have feyeral Arguments to prove, that 
the Scripturedoes not underftand it in this fenfe. : i 

1. The firft is* That'the Colden ; Calf is cajled Geds ef 
Geld, Exed. 32,31. arid yet it is evident* they did not brieve 
the Calf to be a God, but only a Symbol and Reprefenw- 
tion of the Lord Jehovah, whom they worlhipped in tho 

Cal£ •'■•'■" c-'-v. -• :v " 

2. The very name of ap Image,, wbkh; figpifies $ tike* 
hefs and Reprelentation of Corps other Being, is irr^qoaeiler 
able with fuch a Belief,* that the Image it felf is a' God j. that 
the Image is that xpey God,, whom, it is made to^epr efent v 

Which. 
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" Which tlgntlie*, that', d$ tfketieft 6F*3?& if tfiat'very: GfiA, 
,- - .. i .; .. .. twhoYe Kkefeefe itis : ^Ei^fi'ciail jr, * wfcferfthe Scripture, which' 
• ; i dfi\i inch Images Goas % taflt tiiem aflfo-the Images df -their' 
©od* " - •••• •.•«-.•. 

• Which b'pwof eiKtogh^ tharthotfteSetippife calls Una-! 
gies <3od8> it-does 'riAt'-ii^l^ad4nb.ltot|efcre, thatthey 
believe their ataxia! Magesjttbe Gods, f fitt it is a contra-'* 
diftfeii tft ftji thai flie <Ima£e ttf Aw/, is. ■ both their God: 
R*4 and hhlmage at the {am^tiine j tot the Image is not; 
th&thing it-t^efcnts. -."• ■ 

• SwThc Argument* urged- fa ^<^rowre 'againft Iraages^ 
plainly ptotef tffeit they .wertf nat, tame'io tje Gods, .bat, on-, 
ly Rejwefentacic&s of G&l. v'On^Afgtiment i's,6ecaUfe they 

* . ftw ad fiinilitudVbf God when' he 1 fp^k^to 5 . them:i'a' Horn 

oat of the^nidit of the Fire: another, that they can make no 

Dent. 4. i£ Kkewefs Of Hittu Tt tthom then) will ye liffen God, or what 

likettefi #iiy* "C0tnfore to Himt -"—To whoin then tPtll ye lA>ca 

Ha.40.18,27- Me ^ 0r^lbqitftf4Uktbt:H*Qmt-\l^^}4ud-jatJ 

kits 17 so. S** 5 ww ^ -the" Philoropheft- at >*•»««» _y For at Mitch then M 

to be Ukt to Gold) and Silver, and Stvtttgfooin by jlif, 4nd Mah y t 
Device. Now what do-all thefe Argumerits ftenify : agawflf 
making a-G«d ? for if they can make a God^rti^t matter k 
it Who their G«i he-Ttfee-, fo he 'fattGbd'Mcis agotfd *Abh 
gument againft making any Image and Representation, 01 
God, tJiat it fe hnpoffible to make^ny tftfag like ;hM j W 
k ^enough for a God to be like it TelF. 
' 1» what feflfe then* •yotoUiay^dbes tne^criptlire' call Ima- 
ge* X*ods? therfe ^eittQnepoffibliJ fenfbjth'atl ki)o$ o£ 
and that ivlte#t*J$.-*itr. ^noris'indufiifcltT^ted'GSds \ 
^atshcy'arefct'' uti hi God y s Mate,' fo'rfyi^enthis' £eriqB, 
ttld&Mtite tito* wiklttip fh'hls name and ftead, arid'/lo 
a«s Gods, by -Office, tfto not bf htetufe* .They are vifible 
lUjpiJtfeatatiohs of We Invifible -God; 'they b'eaf his Name, 
and receive his Worfliip ; as the Golden Calf was called Jfc 
AWltf, %atf m Worftiip of rlfe^aif vra^caUed'a. Fcaff an* 
temwwb * Afcd thfe frfome reafcinfdr their being called 
Gods* '■& tfte <Pro*y and Subftitwtei&s in the name of the 
Perfofl he repFeferits : Which proves that this is tire Scrip- 
..'... v * tote 
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tare motion of Image- wdrfhip, {hat the Image is worihipped in 
Gbd!s name and ftead. And 'to 'ibis pnrpofe I obferve, ITiat t 
tho* */•*"% or an Idpl, fignifie? a felfe god ; yet it fignifies j 
fach a Talfe god as is' only the image and figure of another 
god; for (b *tf*** fignifies $**» and W^ a likenefior fimi* 
litude. Thus TertuBian teHs US, w*w imagines tdela , *)»/*- J*}* 1 * * 
^gmumeonfecrat'toUoUw'ta % That their Images are Idols, and the »*hc.+ 
Confecration qf them is Idolatry. Thus the Author of the , 
Bpok of Witdom attributes the original of Idolatry, to Father's Wifdom 0.14, 
making images for their children who were dead, and of pointing fc- ▼• *$* 
lemnities tote kept before them as if they were gods i and thus by 
degrees Vrinces faffed thefe things into Laws, and made men to 
worfliip graven Images \ and thus either out of affeBion or flattery t 
the worfbip of Idols began. Which (hews what he means by Idols, 
Images confecrated for the worfhip of God . And therefore be 
diftinguifties the worfliip of Idols, from the worfliip of the Ele- 
ments and heavenly bodies, when this was don^. without an c# 13. v . 6. 
Ifnage ; And therefore no God is in Scripture callea an Idol but 
with refpeft tp its Image, Thus Idols and Molten Gods are Lcfk 
join'd together, as expounding each other. And the Pfaimift p^^^ i 5# 
tells us, the Idols of the Heathens are Silver andGold* the work . . 
of mens hands. So that an Idol is a faifeGod, as it fignifies a 
material Image made to rcprefent fome God> as a vifible objedt 
of worship, to receive the worfliip of that God whofe name 
- it bears, in his place and ftead. 

To the fame purpofe the Scripture charges thefe Image- wor- 
shippers with changing the Glory of 6od into the Hkenefs and 
fimilitude of tho£ creatures whereby they reprefented him. 
The Ifraelites made the ^fmpge of a Golden Calf, as the fym- 
bolical reprefentatioh and prefence of the Lord Jehovah ; and 
the. Pfaimift tells u>*Jhat by fo doing, they changed their glory 
(i.*. the Lord Jehovah^ who was the glory of IJrael) into the ^ 

fimilitude of an Ox which eatetb grafs. Which neceflarily fup- 
pofes, that they intended to reprefent the Lord Jehovah in the , 

Imsge of the Calf ', not that they thought their God to be like 
the Calf, but as they made a vicarious and vifible God of it, 
and worfliipped it in the name of the Lord Jehovah. Thus St. 
P**/defcribes the Idolatry of the Heathen^, That they changed Rom% u ^ 
the glory of the incorruptible God, ipto an image made like to tor- v 

% " . N - • .rvptiblc 
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rmfyUfifzn , an i fbtr- footer! bettys? ami tteifm^ things. But of 
this niptf prefently % this* feftifficienttafflov^; wkrthe£crip- : 
ttfrfe' tWAah of lnSage-wdi^jH*/*nd inrvrtr^r fenfe it con-,; 
detains it£\ ' - ' .- : ' % ' .' " * n ; '■/: ' 7 

?^.' Let us nbtf eorrffdfcr Wbertfn the evtl 6f this Image- . 
. wbtfltip conntts, which t^iflgredtly contributor© the right tin- 
' derftafictfng of this whole dilute. Now %e account of it in 
gerferdl is* Very fhort and plain, "Hiat the evil ot I n^£- worfhip; ' 
•'\vhen we worfhip the trUe God by an fmage, does Tiot fb much j 
cdnfift in the kinds, or degrees, or objefl: of wbrfiiip, as in. 
refprefentation ; and if tttts prove the true account of it, as I 
brieve it will appear to be to all confidering men, before 1 have 
dbne, it will quite alter the ftatc of this controverfie, ami put 
M.JeMeaux, and tfte'Kef>refentet> r6 find out fbme new Expofi- 
tibns and Reprefentatrorrsof the^ Image worfhip^ 

i. That the- evil of Image worfhip when men worfhip the 
triie God by *n Image, does not principally confift in the kinds, „ 
or degrees, or objedt of worlhip. Such men indeed are /aid in 
-Scripture to worfhip Images, and Idols, and Molten Gods, and 
that their Idols are filver and gold, wood and ftone> for when 
they worfhip God by an Image, they muft worfhip the Image, 
or elfe they canndt worfhip God in it, tho* they worfhip the - 
Irtiage not for it felf, but for the Prototype, as the Council of 
Trent determines, which rs more properly worshipping God or 
Chrift in or before his Image, as M. de Adeaux expounds it, than 
tirbrfhipping the Image ; arid they are faid to worfhip Images^ 
rather with refpecft to the tnahner thian to the obje&of worfhip;. 
as you fhall hear more prefemly . The Church of Rente indeed, 
as her do&rine and pfattice is expounded by her rftoft famed 
Divines, may juftly be charged with worfhipping Images in the 
groffeftftnfe; as that fignife giving Religious worfhip to the 
material image of tyood and ftone * which is ftridly to worfhip 
flock* and ftones as Gods. This charge may be eafily made 
good againft all thofe who teach that the Image is to be pro- 
perly worfhipped, sand that either a relative latria % or fbme 
proper inferior worfhip is.tobe terminated on the Image as its 
material objett ; and yet moftof the Roman Doftors attribute 
one or t'other to theJmage, as diftindt from that worfhip they 
give to the Prototype j and difptite very learnedly* that this is 

the 
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~<hc ©petite jbothiof the <e»iid GdufwriJ 9f/ Mfc," ^dtof tfcfe 
.•Council ctf\ Trifir;.' Dbotia. proper worfliip^fn©ft bergisca-^i lilafc . 

, image, idiftiBifl: from 'that W4>i^ipi»*k5h-^ivett'to tfecT3rotb- 
type; &u .tftcyianrwt yet sgree, iqhtfthcrMtbe a telairixe itA- 

s prober a^alagitiai latxia, which intuit be jjivent© the'iraage 6f 
Chrift, or only </*//*, or an fflftriotwr degWeof IU&§wKi4>w0r- 

This hds hitherto been the chief feat of theCom»veriybe- 
, tween Vroteftants and Pafifts about Image- worfhip j and 'M. ie . 
. Af**** feems rery. fenfibie, That attributing a proper worthtp 
. to Images, ib as to terminate it on them, gives too juft occprfion 

•for the charge of Idolatry? and pins tbern to hard (tufts to vfa- 
r xiicate thawfelvesfrop it ;arkl therefore hi owas no worfhip 
; <Jde ta thfc imagefcr it feif, but only as it reprefehtstte Proto- 

r.typte, which therefore. is not fo puoperly the worfhip of the 
' Image? as^ftireProtatype'by the Image; and here I perfectly 

, agree with him* Thatthe true notion of Image<wctf4(hip' is not . 
-'totoorfhip'thelmage atoll, corffidefediti it felf^ aia material 
- -flgow of <vvood 'andftone, butbnly towotffhip (3od r or Chfift 

in the* image. .And therefore 1 4hall fee aftde this difj&te, in . / 
. what'ifenfet or how far a P*/v/? may be charged with wgrfhip- 
pingithe material Image, which has becafioned eternal wrang- 

- lings* and yet does not properiy^belong to the controverfy of 
Jmage-worfhip. To worfcip a m^erial Image, is to give the 

■ worfhip of God to creatures, to wood and ftone; but Iraage- 
' worfhip is in its ftridt notion, not giving Divine worfhip-tojma- 

• ges, but worfhipping God in and by the Image which repre- 
. fents him, which in Scripture is called worfhipping Images : 

And therefore :tbo' we ibould grant, that M. it Menu* fiid^ex- 

- pofition avoids the fi*ft charge of giving ReKgious tf atftrp to 

• wood and ftone, becaufe he-denies that they 'properly worfhip 
i the Image, but only the Proftoiype in -the fmage^yet the 
\ whole guilt of Image worfhip, as that fignifies the worfhip of 
*'<5od by Images, not the worfhip 6f the ffcatfcrial Imagers 

• chargeable upon him ftill, that js, the wojftiipof the Prototype 
by che Image ^ which is* ail teat te'fbAid ift the tecond fcofti- 
xnandment. , • / j ^ . . 

This, it may be* will fee thought a giving up the Caufe, to 
grant, that the Church Of Rome may worfhip God or Chrift 

N % by 



C ro& J, 

by Images, attd yet not be chargeable with worfliipping the 
. images themfelves^r the material figures of Wood or Stonejand 
therefore it will be neceffary to (bet*, that the true Notion of 
Idolatry or Image- worfliip^s not giving Religious worfliip to the 
Images themfelves, but worfliipping God by Images, and what 
the di&reoce between thefe Two is* 

i. And the firft thing I (hall obferve to this purpofe, is the 
difference between the Firft and Second Commandment which 
all Protefiants own' and defend againft the Church of Ronte 9 
which makes the Second Commandment only a Branch and 
. Appendix of thcFjrft. Now the Firft Commandment forbids 
all falfe objects of worfliip, the worfliip of all creatures and fidi- 
tiousDeTties, aad jtherefore the worfliip of all Beings befides 
- God, whether rational, animate or inanimate, i*a breach of 
the Firft Commandment and muftbe reduced to.k j. and con- 
fcquentLy the Second Commandment which forbids the worfliip 
of Images ■* cannot forbid them as falfe Objetts, ( for all fuck 
are forbid in the fkft Commandment) but as a- falffe and cor- 
rupt way of worfliip ; and thereforelmage-wbrfliip as iris for- 
bid in* the Second Commandment, cannot fignifie worfliipping 
the Image it felf, as diftinguiflied from the Prototype, for that 
would. make it a falfe objedt of worfliip againft the firft Com- 
mandment ; but only a falfe and fuperftitiousway, of reprefent- 
ting and. worfliipping God by an Image- 

x/jt. And therefore I obferve, that an Image does not alter the 

objetjtof wor(hip» which yet k muft neceflarily do, if it were 

Eflbntialto the Notion of Image worfliip to worfliip the Image 

: itfelf, which would make the Image a new objedt of worfliip. 

Now U is plain, that men who do not difpute themfelves into 

> endlefsfubciltiesanddiftinftions, intend no more in the worfb'tp 

. of Images, than to worfliip that- God whole -Image it is, and 

therefore the objeft of worflup is tbefame with or wkhout an 

Image. They who worfliip the True God with an Image, and 

4bey who worfliip him without an Image, worfliip thefameGod 

though in a different manner. ; and befidea what judgment men 

make, of their own a&ions, and what t>bey, intend to da, the 

Scripture it felf acknowledges this. When the Ifraelites made a 

golden Calf,vfor0* proclaims a Feaft to thetord Jehovah, which. 

ggove^thar they intended to worftup thefameGod ftilljti the 

^ / gplderk 
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'golden Calfi which they did before without it. Thus <hfc Two 
Calves which Jeroboam let up > 9 were made in imitation of the 
golden Calf, and for Symbolical representations of* the God of 
Ifrael, who was worihipped by them ; For it is plain that Jero- 
boam did not intend to change their God, bat only to prevent 
their going up tojerufahnf to w©rflrip Qod there V ag|there- 
forche teHs them* Itxte*w*cbfory*uta{fi*fft> JetJafsmtl* btr , K 5ng iatt ^ 
Sold ihjGodst Olfrael , wbkb brought tbee up out of the titndcf 
\&gypt i that is,the Lord Jehovah. How. we may obferve, that 
6w himfelf, though he was gri«vouflj» Defended with the Sin tf 
:4 feroboam % yet heinakeS a-mae diflrah<£nlwEitectt thc<Sin df , jg ng . I& 
Jerobom and the Sin of *Ahay* itfho introduced the Worflriprf 31, ^i* 
Baal a falfe God, whereas Ttrobod?* reqatiwd the worfhap of the > 
true God, though tic worshipped him in: a falTc; artoHdeWoiis 
manner; If theCalves of Dan and £etbel had been falfe Gods, 
as l?*i/was,the Sin had been equally provok ing; but the worfhip 
of the Calves did not changetheir God, astheworfbip ofAri/ /: • 
did ; arid- therefore Elijah diftinguiihes the Ifraelitei into the - 
worihippers of God artd of Baal. How long bait ye between Two , K ^« — 
Opinions ? if the Lord be Godfolloy him j but if tealfben follow him; 2 1 j ! 
and yet mo ft: of thofe who are (aid to bo worlttppers of God, 
dfd worihip God at the Calves of Dan and Bethel , which was 
the eftablMhed Religion of th€ Kfogdonfi. And thus Jebu % th* 9 
he departed not from the Sin of Jerobo&m, the golden Caivts 2 iom, 10 
in Dan and Bethel*, yet he calls his Zeal in deftroying Baal out 16. " 

onfrael, bisZfeal for the Lord Jehovah. 

Now if the worihip of an Image do not changethe object of 
our worftip, neither in the intention of the worihipper, nor in 
the account of Scripture, as I have now proved ; it evidently 
follows, that the Image is not worshipped asanobjeft, but as a 
Medium pf t^orflrip j it receives no worihip for it felf, but only 
for God whom it reprefents. And that which is (b offenfive to . 
God in it, is not that they (et up any- Rival and Oppofite gods 
againft him, but tjhar they worihip him in a reproachful and _/ 

diihonourabfe manner, whichmakes- him* abhor and rejed the 
worihip ; and becaufe he ^ifl not recede this worihip bimfelf, he 
calls it worihipping Idols and graven Images, and molten gods, 
that is, vicarious and reprefentative gods, which though they re- 
ceive the worihip in God's Name, yet are an infinite reproach 



ttukfefcirm . flftiisiis cte/ftri&Notkfn tfildoUtcyy pot the^wr 
rhe wdrfhipiofiSod toOwtvto » a&ieh-is the B*caoh of 'tE 
Fh-.^ CxDtrnmdqckriffrrt ifi niakihg/rtew-Go&b f ^ uc thpwprfclptff 

^d&etf>ftoc\W^f(Up ^agQ3;]W^nty (^ rifted tW S3 i^ts iri or 
*dftV3^tSrio {magoi^xhH dorts m$l p*S»fe JsWi fcprp idolatry, 
'tohidt<I©d3!ttDt ilgntfw KfOrfhippingf an « Im£ge jq a thrift ^enc^ ; 
oi .sr:?H r'biirdnly)WMflii^in©f(^^ 

•-? ,i£l«^cfliipnatrbrfo^ <v' : y\- ^ ./• ' 

eifr ^ifctaw «6Mb«oiifi(ter<wlteFe^^EyjiJ of. t&^ktolatry ^r 

elma^tortflDpTdaes; i? Reprefentjt- 

r tbni} itih1ch;blhl9tt!bt^ T\m 

(itfeaniafiniie ^proachtcj the Oivine Nature ?nd Perfe<ftions>tp 

Ifa. 40. f8, l'te\rciprqfAtcd»^:)ao I^age; l*iwb$m fetfljf liken GoJ> Qr 

i9y &c. "T^ovrtfatfs^Vlyfrcomfbnsp? hm r . T^ejj; ^&Wj* tntlttib a gna- 

.^ , ; . -1 , ww:bnagt\>*n&tbt Gtldfitoiih fpreftdtfbjti oyer withjJGotilp and 

e V :- wfteth Silver Chain u He that is fo irnpvvertjhed that hi hath no 

Oblation , chvfephaTree tbatwiU ntPtyt i heftekeih unto himjt 

^turning Workrfarf to frepure.a gf4pfn Jm*£e that, fljafl ? pot J?e 

"m'rtved* \ Hvftii y^not knafonr? , ; Hdyttf* rfw^beand i ;[H*th it . not 

». - : ''ieentohbyMffrymtlHMgimwg:? \Havj yyt \mt underload fran? the 

"".*: Vlbundlb%n.itfikEar$& Jt^,\he,tbat fitteth t$on the Circle of the 

Earth, and the Inhabitant therefore as Grafttafipers ; tbniftretcb- 

* r#6& ;<*/£ 2j&* ffaxbtntWM G»Ktm» 1 **/ fpreaJeth ph*m*out : as a 

. jfatf tordsvell m* . Howiflcoqgf upus £nd abfurd is it ? ; to make a 

vPh5tote> or iGtfge -pf irfwt Gfld ; who is iayi(ihle? : to reprefeflt.a 

k pace M jtfd>;by Mwer^ du# ;fe&fleis < . Matter" r to give cjie (hape 

vand ^ufe/oftaManjTPf fb©€ viJer-Cfeaturej to that Gcd who 

< has none J Tef m$ke an Jtn^ge for the Maker of the WorkU and 

to briijg that. Infinite Being to the fcantjingsand dimenfions of a 

Man, wtio.filte ^eavenandjEarth with his prefehce! If it be 

the£}ifiryof Qodtp be u&^ he^ apujc;, infinite, eterjcwU in- 

ctiflblenMindr? it/>s a corJ^iiftiois ^phd dishonour to him to be 

^befffefenteidbyja material ;ivj^e Image t l/ke to fome bf his own 

oCpeatju/es , but i^fcwDr^aihenwaneili living Creatures, ie- 

..Mufe wiiiJWWiifeand Seafe-' Thy$£>x>Taul argues^c?/ j 7.29. 
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Iftiageijwe Raotc aothbiffoE Wnr^ aniJciD vbclh^l^ tfah;ttitegda v 
ais we know are not like to God, nay arcipT)aiW/ti1iIr>teaijtc^. 
and 1 Perfections ,• we- wiHuIljr aifram; bioi.- * AjidD tte Chi\fo> 
0&rt*e*fed»w this World in htimafi Ma^oie, uihiclf ia re^feh^ 
table by an Image, yetanlT^era'roctfpfcbp*^^ 
of ChTtft, as tlieobje&df Worlhip^ btcsofeir cannot rfepre- 
flnt rhe> Divine Nature, wbich isibeReafoiiand Foundation of 
Worfhip. And as for Saints, they ought not to be wotfljipped 
at all, and; therefore not worshipped by Images i: And jrtteedV 
that very Law wbi# forbids the worlhip^pf Jmajges *'ffhotie/ 
any Exception , -a»d yet upon focfc Reafons as ape peculiar usi 
the infinite Nature ofX3od,.anc a plain>Argoiri*nr fopwflfia* 
not Being which is fcprefentable bytnimari Art, isanOb'jdft of 
Worship. 

a. To fet np an Image in the place of God r ihas a gtfe&r ap* 
pearance dnd fufpicion of worflupping a material a«divi$We 
God, of giving Divine Horioiirs to Gold and'S3tcr.,'**id the 
work of mens hands ; ion tba then .preload to WbtfhipeGo&iw 
the Image , yet how. does the Image ctome ifo.be wqrfl»pj>ecy 
for God? What likenef*? What Relation is there! betwiien-thenri 
Mow eafily mayjmenflip into the worfhip of Images th'emfehres* 
and forfake God^or never mind him^for the fake ofafineBifttrce* 
Offome beamifal or wonder- wb*kirfg Tma£e? for.tho there is a 
great deal of -xHfierence between ^rftipping God by.an }m+ 
age, and worflupping the Image it felf, yet wall appearance 
they are fo like one another, and there is foeafreapaffiagefron* 
one to the other , that Gods diipleafure againit tjiis Sin is ex- 
preflfed in Scripture by JealcofieH; a Paffioi*jvbich*xprefies both 
Suspicion and Caution; Wbilettweyi^profeffftoWorfftiipGodby 
their Images, they do not conger their GaA; bat y'ettheirwqr* 
fliipping a vifible Image , looks very like it,^and is amEfafiefn- 
troduftion fo it* Thus in the fecortd Commaifltafirrav tbe Rea- 
fort with which God inforces bis Prohibition againftworfhipping 
Images \s,For I the Lcrdtby G*d\*f#*Jtitiiw'GtiL l*as PlaJ.p %i 
58. for thtj fTovokedbith'to aftger^wimtieir bigk^lua^ \aAlmu^ 
wdtoim tojeatwji* ^^bhhiir ^»j^ f^^ebA^^tt^^ni^t^ 

preflfe* 
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prelfcft htmfelf with fomc Paffion and Concernment in this mat- 
ter. I am the Lord, "that is my Name , and mj Gloy wiR I net . 
give to another i neither my Praife to Graven Imager, Ifa. 41,08. 
The Church is called Gods Spoufe, and the worship of falfc 

.gods is called Whoredom and Adultery, going after other gods; 
and the worftiip of the true God by Images, tho it be not 
Whoredom* yet it is fuch a kind of fpirituaJ Wanconnefs and 

r Incontinency , as excites his Jealoufie* 

3. imperially 'when we confider, that the Worfhip of images 

♦ does^namrallyexpofeustotheCbeatsandimpofturesof wicked 
Spirits ; ifor this reafon I obferved before, God forbids the Wor- 

t fliip of any other Invifible Being but trimfelf ; for if men were 
allowed to Worftiip inferior Spirits, ba<|fe5pirit$ who inhabit 

* thefe lower Regions,* would foon have the greateft (hare of their 
Worfhip ; and thus it is with Images, which are fuch an offence 
and dishonour to God, that we cannot expeft that he will evpr 
(how Hin^felf prefent in them, or guard them from the poffeffion 
of evil Spirits. It is evident that in the Heathen World , evil Spi- 
rits pofletted their Images, and abufed Mankind with their lying 
Wonders r and lying Oracles j and I have fome reafon to believe, 
that if any Miracles are wrought flill at Images, they are not 
by good Spirits, becaufe images are an Abomination to God ; 
and therefore, Rom. 1. St. Paul attributes the general corruption 
of mens lives acd manners to the Worftiip of Images ; They 
changedthe glory of the incorruptible God into an image made like 
to corruptible. man, and to birds and fourfooted *beafts % and creeping 
things^ wherefore God gave them tip, to wicleannefs* — for . thij cau{'t 
God gave thvn up to vile affeftions — and events they did not like t 
tx> retain God' in their knowledge God gave them over to a reprobate 
ntind to do thefe things which are not convenient. The meaning of 
which is, That God'gave them over to the delufions of wicked 
Spirits, wha lurked in their Images, and fir ft corrupted their Re- 
ligion, and then thtfir Lives by impure and barbarous Aires of 
Worftiip. 

4. If there wereno other hurt in Image- worship, yet -It de- 
bates human Nature to fall down before a fenflefs Image : As it 
is a dilfaonour to God to be worfhipped by an Image, tho the 
Worftiip be intended for hirpfelf, and not for the Image, becaufe 
it *iakes fbmeanand vileaReprefentationof him ; fo it is are- 

+ . m > proach 



proaclrtb a^mair, who is a reafonablc Creature, and made aftfer 
the image of God, to fall down before Stocks and Stones, with 
all external Subm'rffions and Adorations, thohe intends not to 
worfhip the material-Image, bat God by it; becahfe the vifiblc 
Objeft before which we pay our Worfhip is fo much below the 
honour and dignity of human Nature , it is a reproach to the 
under ftanding of a man to think that; a material Image is a des- 
cent Reprefentation of God* and a fit medium of Worfhip j* 
and he muft have a mean and beggarly Spirit, who can be con- ? 
tented to bow down before it: Thus Arnabiut aggravates the ' 
madneJs of this: Supplicaretremcbundum (aftitatae absterei: Arnob,l.$. 
To fall down tremblings and to fufflicate that which thou thyfelf* 
haft made. And a greater than Armbius tells us, they that make ' 
jben* f are like unto tbem 9 fo is every one who f utieth their truft in* y 
them. - , ■ Pfal.135.1*. 

5/7. The Worfhip of God by Images ts contrary not only to t 
the Law of Addfiijbut to the reafon of Mankindjit gratifies indeed 
a flefely and fenfual Mind to have a vifiblc Objeft of WQrfhip, 
but God is the only natural Objeft of Worfhip ; and reafon tells 
lis, that God is Invifible ; and Reafon will tefi us, that it is con- * 
trary to the Nature of an invifible Being, to be worshipped un- 
der a vifible Reprefentation; it is not only a Reproach to the 
Divine Nature, bucanaWbrd and unreafonable Worfhip. For 
what confidering man can throk it reafonable to worfhip a vifible- 
Image inftead of an invifible God ? Reafon can never juftifie 
a worfhip fo contradidtory to the Divine Naturt* and therefore i 
Reafon can never teach men to Worfhip an Ima^ For what ; 
is it they intend by worfhipping Images? Have they a mind 
to fee the God they Worfhip? But how unreafohable is this, 
when they know he is Invifible, and would not be. a God if he 
could be feen? And bowabfurdis it to Reprefent him by an- 
Image, when they know they can make no Image like htm?* 
No wprfhip can be natural , which contradifts the nature of* 
that Being whom we Worfhip ; and if it be not natural, it muft* 
be inftituted Worfhip ; and then, tho it were forbid by no Law,* 
it muft be commanded by fome Law to make it reafonable, at 
leaft if it be.poffible that a Law could make, that an adt of 
Honour and Worfhip, which is a Difhonour to the Divine Per*- 
fe&ions. - ' 

O 6ly. It 



tip ft kntoce dpectalTy contrary ta tberiaxorcoff tbeCfm^ 
ftiarr worfbip, whtcb teases ra t<* form* mace fpiriroal, &te& 
e£ God,aod<oo worftiip biraitit Spirit andin Truth,;, in oppofoiqm 
not only, to alii fenfiblfi Reprcfcntatioofc but to afl fymbolioal/ 
Fntfemm Thereaiscwoxhing&principaliy, for wbteb Images, 
are intended, to be vafible Kap^entaribria, ancfc a infibte Pee- 
fence of the Deity. Thefirftof t*efcisfagncaii^R6p«QTOb:ea) 
tjie Drone Nature 9 that it was foibkt by the Law* of JMgfev 
which was, at beft a lef* peffeft Difpenfetion, a* being accom^ 
modated to the carnal Stateof that* People ; but as to tbefecondv, 
God: himfelf gratified them in ic, for he dwelt among them in 
the Tabernacle, and afterwards in the Temple* of Jtrufitlem, 
where be placed the Symbols of his Prefenccc But how when? 
the Woman of &f^fr#* asked; our Saviour about the pJaceog 
Wor(hip,whetber it was the Temple at Jerufakm, or Sangrias. 
Jbb. 4 li> 2? t He ahfwefSfc The hour cometf* litben jt foall neither inshis moun- 
**• tain, mrja ar]ttufalsn\wtrflup the Father. But tbektrmewoit- 

JhipperJ JbaB worfljip the Father in Spirit, and in Truth, fir th* 
Bather facketh fucb towsrjhiphim. Gbdis a Spirit^ and: they. tha£ 
ivorfhipibim, nwjt Tiwrjhip him, in. Spirit and in Truth* Wberai 
Chrift) oppofes worshipping in Spirit and in Truths to wor (hi pr, 
ping inihe Temple, not as a Temple figniftes a place feparated: 
for. Religious WorAip, which is. a neceffarjr Circumftance ofi 
Worfhipin all Religions^ but as. it fignifies a Symbolical Bee* 
fence,, a Figure of Gods. Refidence^nd Dwelling) among them,, 
in which fenfe the Primitive Chriftians denied, that they hack 
% any Tern ples*K?or God dwelling in human Nature, is the only 
Divine Pretence under the Go (pel, of which the Temple was but: 
^ Type and Figure/ Now if the fpiritual Worfhip ofi the Go* 
fpel docs fo withdraw us from fenfe, as not to admit of ^Sym- 
bolical Prefence* much lefe certainly does it admit of Images* 
to reprcfentGod prefcnttous> which is fogrofs and carnaj, thati 
God forbad it under the Legal Difpenfarion W c muft conliderr 
God a3^n infinite Mtnd, pre(cnt;tn all places to hear out Bray- 
m 7 and receive our Worftip, and muft* raife our hearts to 
Heaven, whither Chrift who istfae only vifible Pretence ofGodisr 
afcended, and not feek for him in carved Wood or Stone* or a 
curious pieceof Paintiog* . 

\ jib But 



yMy. ItotiitfeMJeA&avx, aad ThQ«fp»*rWrtW?i\ h: 
Sufficient to juftifie the worihip of images, that they are o)f 
great life to repnefcrtt the ohje&of our worffcrp tDW* and t* 
«ffe& as with faitahlepaffiorajic wiH te aeedfol briefly ro con- 
sider this natter. Tor I oonfefe I cannot fee Aowa material 
and vifible Image (hoold farm a true Idea in us of an invifible 
Spirit ; it is apt to corrupt mens notions of God and Religion, 
and to abate oar jaft reverence, by reprefenting the object of 
our worlhip under fo contemptible an-appearance. An Image 
cannot teH us what God is ; if we are otherwife inftru&ed in 
the nature of God, we know that an image is not like him, but 
* reproach to the Divine perfections ; if we are not better uv 
ftru&ed, we {hall think our God like his image, which wifi 
make us very jmderftandingChriftians. 

But the Reprefmter has drawn this Argument out at large, 
and therefore we muft confider what be ftysof'it. ThatPi- 
£tare$ and Images ferve to, i. Vrefer*ve in bis mind the memory 
of the things represented' by them, as people are wont to preferve 
tbt memory of their decea fed Friends by keeping their FiBures. But 
J befeech you, the memory of what does a Pifture preferve ? 
Of nothing that I know of, but the external lineaments and 
features of the face or body; and therefore the Images and 
JPi£uresof God and the Holy Tri&ity ( which yet are allow- 
ed in the Church of Rome) cannot fewe this end, unlefs they 
will fay, that God has an external iftape as Man has. And 
.fuppofe we had the txaft ftftwes of Chrift and the Virgin 
' Mary, the Apoftles and other faints and Martyrs, this might 
gratify our curidky, but of whatufeis it in the Chriftian Reli- 
gion ? To remember Cbrift, is not to remember his face, which 
we never &w, but to remember tts Do&rine and bis Life s ro 
call to mind his great Love in dying for ds ^ to remember him 
not as aMan,T>at as a God incarnate, as our Mediator and 
Advocate, as our Lord and Judge ; and therefore the Gofpds 
which contain the Hiftory of his LSfe, are a much better Pi- 
&ure of Chrift, than any drawn by the inoft curious Pencil ; 
and I doubt T the Chriftian Religion w^l not gaiamuch by taking 
the Gofpeh out of peoples hands, and giving them a Pifture 
*o gaze on. 

6 i Set 



; Yet,faies dur Ambrtr, %. He it taught fottfe thtm by cafitit 
his eye ufon the Figures or Images, and thence to raife his heart to 
the. Prototypes, and there to implbyit in Meditation, Love, Thank/ 1 
giving, Imitation* &c. as the objift require*. But Jic is a very 
forry Chriftian, who never thinks of Chrift, but when he fees 
his Pifture. And how can the fight of a Pifture raife our 
hearts to the Love of Chrift ? The fight indeed of a lovely 
Picture may excite a fenfible paffion, but not a Divine love; 
The fight of his Pi&urecan only put us in mind , that there was 
fuch a perfon as Chrift in the world - r but if we would atfect 
our hearts with his love and praife, Werauft not gaze on his 
Face, which is all that a Pi&ure can (bow us, if it could do 
that*, but meditate on what he has done and fuffered for us, 
which may be done better without a Fi&ure, than with k. If 
they want fometbing to put them in mind, that there is fuch a 
perfon as Chrift, which is all that his Pitturecan do, the name 
of Chrift written upon the Church-Walls would be more 
innocent, and altogether a* ejfe&ual to this end. 

But Pictures are very linft restive, as that of a Deaths-bead* 
and Old Ttmefain fed with hi* Fore-lock, Hourglafs, andSjthe: 
and do inform the mind at one glance, of what in reading requires 
a chapter, and fome times a Volume : Which is lb far from being 
. true, that a Picture informs a Man of nothing, but what he 
iyas informed of before; ThePidure of a Crucifix may put 
a man in Mind of what he has heard of read of Chrifts dying 
upon theCrqfs; but if -he*, know hoiWng of the Hiftory of 
Chrifts Sufferings the bare feeing a.Crucifk can teach him 
nothing. Children maybe taught by Pictures, which makea 
more ftrong im predion on their fancies than Words; but a 
Picture cannot teach; and at belt this ia hut avejy childifh way 
of learning. . , 

3. Buc devout Piftures ai$,of great ufc in Prayer, the fight 

; of which cures diftraftioris, and recalls his wandering thoughts 

..to tig right obje&i, and as tertainly firings fome good things into bis 

mind^ as an immodeft-Pi&ure dtfturbs;bu heart with naught inefs. 

But can men read their Prayers, as weltes leawnhe.ArricIes of 

! their Creed, hva Pi&ure too? For even good/ thoughts are a ' 

diftra&ion in Prayers, when they calfus ofc from,attenditigto 

what we ask of Sodj and it is to be feared then, that Pictures 

^ . them* 



thetiifelvls mat diftrac* us, unlefs we Jj&br© they will fug* 
geft.rio thoughts to us at fuch a time, but what are in our 
Prayers ; the Church of Rome indeed teaching her Children 
fuch Prayers as they do not underftand» and therefore cannot 
imploy their thoughts, may make Pictures very neceflary to 
entertativthem ; but if our thoughts and our words ought to go 
together, as it mud be if » the Devotion of Prayers confifts in 
praying devoutly, an Imag4 which c*nnot : fpeak* anda Prayer 
which is not underftood,are like to make Men equally devout $ 
flloirid Men whert Chey look upon a Crucifix run over in their .^ - 

Minds all the Hiftory of oivr Saviours Sufferings ! 'fbould the 
- fight of our Savioqr hanging on *he Crofs affed us with fame 

* fofe and tender P^ffions at the remembrance of him ! (which it 

* is certain the daily and familiar ufe of fuch Pi&ures cannot do) 
yet what is this to Prayer ? Such ferrftbla Palfions as-, the fight 
of a Picture can raife in us, are of little or no account in Re** 
ligion; true devout Affe&ions mult fpring.from an inward' 
Vital S^nfe, which the Pi&tjre cannot give to thofe who want it, 
and is of rto ufe tothofe wito h^veit. 

Thus I hav^as briefly as the Subject would permit.examined f 
the Do&rine of Praying to Saints , and Worlhipping Images 
according to the Exppfuioft of the Bifhop of Condom, to whom 
our Author appeals in thefe Points, and this I hop^ will fatisffe 
hirti, what we think both of the Bifliops Authority 9nd his Ex* 
jpofwion, andhow little we like Popery in its beltdrefs. And now -.• 
it is time to return to our Protefte*, 

And I hope by this time he lees that there is fomething more 
ntedful to clear the Matters inControverfie between tis, than* 
barely M. it Meau* his Authority; and therefore he reviving 
mt ft lock beyond the Exfofitiottielvytrei by this Prelate, I might Pa >ift* P** 
here very fairly take my leave of 'him ; but- 1 cannot do this, tho* **ft*g » ** 
Jie be VperfeA Stranger- to me, without difmiffing him civilly '' 27% 
with a Complement of two more* 

> iv Then as to the Invocation of $amty, he observes that 
I deny the Bifhop. ha* limited it only* to their Prayers > 
which I own is amiftake; and this is fuch a Complement 
as muft never be expected from a DoSLor of the infallible 
Church* for he had occafion enough for it, had he had a Heart 
to do it; but I hope I hay a abundantly >naade amends for this 

. / now* 



fition as to that'Fbnttt* and indeed M.*de Meaux Himfeif^wc 
the ocrafionfarthk, *y not owning hnn its due place?, whence 
expounded the Decree -of the Council, which teaches them to 
fly to the aid and affiftance of the Saftits as mellws to :thdir 
Prayers, butftroffiing it into the middle >of a feffience at ibme 
diftance, Where no Man Wotfld eape&Jt ; When Exporters 
dodge at this rate, they may thank themfetyes if tbey are mi- 
ftaken. 
#•**• idly and %dfy 9 Me takes Sanftuary agairf in the Bifhops Au- 

thority to ju ft f fie fats renouncing the Popes perfmal Infallibility, 
and the depofing Doftrine, as no Attitfefc tf Faith : ©at cho'the 
fiifliop indeed do wave fome things, as 'he feys, which are difputed 
tf in tie Schools. § as no Articles df Fakh, yet he does notfty 
what they are, much Ms nfame the Topes pitfcnal Infallibility, 
and the depofing power ; and oflewbuld think be cmitel not mean 
the depofing power* which is determined by General Councils, 
end therefore muft J be an Article of Faith. Tfoe Tru# is, the 
Biftop has here plaid a very ctfttning Ganifc, and men may 
tnake what they pleafe of his Words , as their intereft or incli- 
nation leads them; If Protefiams objeft the Doarine of thse 
jPdpes infallibility and Depofing power, he can eafily tel^tbea* 
that thefe are Sehodl-difputes, and not Articlest>f Faith ; if the 
Pope or Ronton Doftors qnarrd at it, he has then faid nothing 
in difparagement of thePopes infallibility and Defying power* 
but has taught that Fundamental Principle on whioh theft Do* 
. brines depend, as in Truth he has, when he makes the Primacy 
Gxpofitim. f ^ petfr,. theCement of Unity, and gives this Primacy to the 
* S °\ feifhops of Rotoe , as Succeffcrrs of the Prince (f the Afoftlet, t$ 

i whom for thh caufe wetnve that Obedience and SuhmJJion "Which 

the holy Councils anil fathers have always taught the Faithful; 
though they havener find one word till -of latfe of any fuch obe- 
dience and fubmiffion d ue to them ; efpeciatly when we confe 
iter what*he means by the Primacy of the Pope > that heiisa 
iidad eftablijked by God 'to cetfduff his t whole flock in hit parts ; 
which gives him a Supremacy over Bifhops andSedtilar Priftoet; 
and how naturally ihk tnfeis inffelfibilky, and a power of dew 
piofing^retical Princes,- every one fefrs, and we ha*e rtafaft to 
*eKe*e the Bift&p expounded his Ddftrifte*© thisOathodo* 
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SciKftipiwtetttM t».t)jfiBQ^, from tbePq^T^montaW 
that hit letuujheyfed hk fi&m0fon. MtLrtfeg t&tfo.4%$dwh 

&* . ."."■.'..].... 

As for the Popes perfonal infallibility,, our Author in hisRe- 
fie&ioa$ (a 80 deciiea it t&he an Article of Faith, becaufe it fc«r 
wfititKl^ determined by. an$ General Qouncil^ inmy reply Qjt.^7. j' 
toldhim this is np^toof, that it i&not an. Article ofTaitJi, be- 
fcpnfe, the infallibility of theQiurfiliitieJf^ which- they all grant 
to he aaAjwwIc of Faith v was neyjer pofitiVety determined by" 
any General Council;, and thjecefoBe feme Poftrines may he* 
ArucIes,o£ Faith, whichever were determined by any Gene- 
ral Councils aiad laddctb, that if the Church be infallible,, the 
Pope, muft, if be, be thq U&4 of tbje.Ch.mcb j, fir in&likiUtj, 
Wgbt. w,t\eafofl tip accompany the gresftAJland m*$> abfiUitcVawer \ 
fcur our Author though fit, ro let fy\l this dispute, and totfe* 
folve all into the Btfho^of C<mdontsAiuhovity;.< 

HisProgofel which follows* I haw already anfwered without 
afroile, bual cannotfprbear,fmilLng oncemQre.tQhearhim.c0a1? 
glgUhpf difg^jting^ vtbiQhfoky&kelonginottatbg JUppfeuttr* 
HvhojKingte.re$rejent andnet, todifputt^ npt eemxrnedwith thofe p # ~ ^ 
tedious AvgwwKs s ' The Cafe is tbisj In the Cfcara&er of a # 
Sapiit Represented, he had denied the depofing, Power, tabeair 
Article of Faitb^ the Anfwerer proved it wa&an Article oftFaith, 
besaufe it, wiasjdwre.dUy General CouaciU j to this, toliisJBLefle* 
aioqs r he anfwetfc that,every.ttring app^ved in General. Couo- 
©Is, is> not an Article, of Faith* but oni^ DofrrinaL Points*, and* 
t^ipfcd«qceed with m Anathema* ; and therefore the Qepofing 
Power not, bp ing dpcfcwd as a. do&rinal point, and the decrees 
glaring only to i; ifcipline and Government, and not being dev 
weed. neither, with m JP4thewa r \tjAsm not appear tqi^ap Ar- 
ticle ojf Faith ; U. Anfwer.to this, in. my ; Reply (f 4^. ), \ pro* 
Sifed three Enqgiries, 1. Whether nothing, be an Article af Fmtb^ . 
twhat is decreed* with an Anathema.} a* Whether the dtffifing: 
Pecreeb&a doQriwd ?o$nt % ononly matter cf Utfd^ine^nd Qvuern* 
went ? 3, W^t s j^hmtygentrdQ^^(^t.ha'ueAn decreti&morum, 
<p fneh[ matters 4* ctycfrntyifcifJine, ancLGwernmeni ? This as; tb£ * 
dtfputinghe coippkin* of, and J cqpfeft he has feme reafamfoc 
ifcj for Arguments that cannot be anfwered, how ffiort feever 
tf*ey<are, ay* verg tedious* buthaw Lcouldanfweriu&argfjment z 
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without difputing, or hbwhe comes to be unconcerned td deltoid 
his own arguments, I cannot tell ; bur thb difputiirg : is not hi< 
Province, yet in civility be will go cut of bis wayytstbme, andfrf 
Civility I will keep him company. 

i. Heconfefles, I frove at large that at definitions $f % Fait b 
declared in General Councils are not concluded with Anathemas, and 
in this he willingly agrees 'With me. But this does not at all trove; 
that wbdtfoever is declared in fuch a Council without an Anathema,' 
is an Article of iFaitb j and therefore nothing againft us defervin£ 
any farther anfwer. And thus-he has very prettily altered the 
ftate of thegueftion ; he faid the Depofing doftrine tho appro- 
ved by General Councils, was not an Article of Faith, becadfil 
not decreed with an Anathema : now if this argument be good; 
then nothing muft be accopnted an Article of Faith, but whai 
is decreed with an Anathema: In oppofition to which I proved 
that Several Do&rines which they themfelves account Article* 
bf Faith, have been decreed by general Councils without Ana* 
ibema's ; and he grants that I have proved this , and if I have; F 
am fure his argument is loft, forthen the depofing Doftrirte 
may be an Article of Faith, tho it be not confirmed with art 
Anathema: and how inftead of proving, that no Do&rineis arf 
Article of Faith which is not decreed with an Anathema, he- 
complains that I have nbt protfed that every Doctrine which i$ 
decreed without an Anathema, is an Article of Faith, which is 
nothing at all to the purpofe: We knew not where to find thie* 
Articles of the Romijh Faittf f but in the decrees of their CoutV 
cils, and finding the Pojpes power to depdfe heretical Princes 
there, we took it for an Article of their Faith: no, (ays the Re- 
setter, that Is a miftake,it is no Article of Faith, becaufe it te 
riot decreed with an Anathema : we examine the matter, and J 
find it other wife, that Articles of Faith are decreed without Jh& 
tbema's: yes, feysthe Protefter , this* may be, but -you muft? 
prove ftifl that every Do&rine which is decreed without an And-- 
themah an Article of Faith •, which is a TCry^fie matter to d<* 
after this; forif being decreed with or Jfithout an Anathema* 
make no diftin&ion as to this matter, then the Decree it fetf iiv 
^o&rinal Points muft mate *n Article of Faith ; if fome Do- 
iftrines which^are acknowledged to be Articles of the Romijh 
Faith are decreed without Anathema s y then it is no argument 
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agafaflrany Podrine, being an'AiticIe oF faith, that It has rn* 
Anathema annexed to it; fo tba* our Author is Wonderful un- 
certain what to call an Article of Faith ; if we call the djecree* 
of their Councils Articles of their Faith, No* f^ys he, every De« 
<yee is not an Article of Faith, but only what is decreed with 
an Anathema ; if we confute this drftin&ion, and prove that 
Articles of Faith are decreed without Anathema's, then he cart 
diftiflguilh no. further ; but requires us to prove, that every 
Uodrine decreed without an Anathema is ap Artic-e of Faith, . 
that i$% .that the decree of their Church makes an Article of 
tbeit: Faith*. And if that don't, 1 would defire to know of him, 1 
What does. And had I not reafonthen to.fiay, that it u wonder- 
ful bard to know, what their Faith *j, when he bimfelf cannot 
tell what it is .that makes an Article of Faith, and their raoft 
Learned Divines fo much differ about this matter ; fome al- 
lowing that to be an Article of Faith, which others rcjeft. ' 

xlj. The fecond enquiry Was, Whether the Depofing decree 
be a Do&rinal point, or only matter of Difcipline and Govern- 
ment; and in an anfwer to this 1 told him, That a Decree what 
jhall be done , includes a virtual Definition of that Doilrine on 
which that Decree is founded. To this he oppofes what J fay 
under the next head, That in the Council of the Apcftles at Jeru- p 
felem* thert was a Decree of Manners^ yet it contained no Defini- * ' 3 * 
t%orK.cf t DccJrine. Not exprefly indeed, but virtually it does, as I 
faid before. My bufinefs there, was to vindicate the Authority 
Qf Cpuncils in thofe Decrees which relate to Manners, as not 
left Obligatory than the Decrees of Faith; and I observed that 
the onJy Apoftolical Council we havean account of in Scripture,; 
wv the CouncU at Jerufalem 9 Acts iy. was 0f this nature; 
for the only .Decrees made in it, were to abftain from Meats' 
offered to Idols , and from Blood , and from things Strangled, 
apd from Fornication ; and J obferved, they might as well ob- 
jc& here,- (to invalidate this Decree) as they do againft the 
Depofing Decree, that there is no point of Dofrrine deterrtii- 
ned in it. And how does this contradidt what 1 before af-< 
ferted ? That ^ Decree what jhall he dene , includes a ^virtual 
Definition of that Dothine on which that Decree is founded. 

Bu* however he (ates, This Decree of what was to be done, did 
mt include. a iiixxu#l Definition tft hat Doilrine on which the De< 
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*mw*j fcm&i% ft* if H bad, tie* tii D*&*mc of +b(t'amh&< 
from Bleed and Strangled meats + bad' been an Article ef Faiths 
But what/tots be think of attaining from Fornmtion, and fern' 
Meats offend to Idols, .Which are: contained in the fame Decree ? 
« not that a neceflary Doctrine* arid vtroially contained in thac » 
Decree ? I nevei feid, Thfct *Very Deccee of Manners raufc 
fa immediately fotmdcd <m,aw Artide*>f Faith; but Maid % 
every Decree of. Manners is; founded ori fame Doctrine , 
(whether it.be in^a ftrict ftnfe an Article of Faith, or not)- 
and includes a virtual Definition of that Doctrine. >The De- 
cree, to abftaih from. Fornication includes this Doctrine r that 
Fornication is unlawful under the Gofpel; and the Decree' 
for Gentile Converts to abftain from meats offered to Idols, fup- 
poles the lame; and tbe,Decree to abftain from BIood^Mdfrom 
things Strangled, includes this doctrinal Definition, That it was 
unlawful for GtntiU Chriftians at that time to trie their Cbrtfti- 
an Liberty in tbofe matters, to the offence and fcandal of belie- 
ving Jews. The matter in fliort is this; Every Decree which 
commands the doing any thing, muft contain a virtual Defini- 
tion that fuch a thing may be lawfully done ; and every De- 
cree which forbids the doing any thing, does withal define, that 
fijeh a thing is either absolutely unlawful in it felf, or highly 
inexpedient, and therefore unlawful in fuch Circumftances to 
be done ..this is a* neceflary as it is to command nothing but 
what is lawful , and to forbid nothing but <w hat is either un-' 
bwfeJ»or highly mexpfditnt*. Afid therefore ,when the Ctrcrrch d£ 
Rome Decrees the depofing Heretical Princes, or the favourers' 
of Hereticks : She virtually defines, that it is lawful ;t© depofe* 
Princes,which is a doctrinal Definition, and may in a large (enfe 
be called an Article of Faith, as thai fignifies all Doctrinal points' 
proposed tpus to be believed* as I obferved iamy Reply (/>. yo )> 
3. The third Enquiry was, Whether the Authority of the* 
Church be not as facFed. in decrees of Manners, as in Articles of 
Faith ? for the proof of which, { urged the Council at Jerufa- 
lent, and {hew?d, that, rules of Difcipltne and Government todireft* 
the lives and manners of men, is the only f refer fvbj.eft of Ecclejia+i 
fijcal Authority P. c$u And here where ne (hould have taken no^ 
ticeof the Cooncilof J*ru/alew,l&&y$ nothing of it, buTton- 
ly fays, (p. ji. > that i urge out o/Cahus **£liellar.mine, that* 
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"General Ctotttcih cannot err even in fuck decrtes t when fhty relate to 
things necefftry tofalvation, and which concern the whole Church* 
' And -when 1 have provtd the Dfpojmg Decree ta he of this nature jind 
ejteemed as fucb by their Church* I may then deferve a farther con- 
sideration. Wh*t their Church will efteem, if he may be the 
Expounder of jt, is nothing to the purpofe, for we argue not 
'from their private efteeming, but from their publick Definitions; 
and if a General Decree for the government of the whole, 
■Church, concern the whoje Church, and if to^ command a fin 
concerns mens fahration, then the Depofing decree dt)es ; for if _ 
"it be unlawful todepofc Heretical Princes Jt is more than a An- 
gle fin to do it : and if they will grant, that General Councils 
-cannot command a fin, then they muft grants that it is lawful 
•to depofe Hereticat Princes : and I agree with him, that this 
^does deferve a farther Confideration, and (hall be glad to hear 
t bis thoughts of it. 

This Autbot in his Reflexions (p. to. ) proves that Popes 

themfelves own, that the depojingperwer is no Article of Faith, in 

'letting fo many *pen andpofitive ajferters of the np-depojing power, 

fafs without any cenjkre of berejte. This in my Reply (p. 57.) J 

attributed their want of power. For Primes will not he depofed 

now, norfuffertbojeto be cenfuredwbo deny the depofing Tower. This 

■in his Proteftation (p. 31*) be Cays* Is /poke likejin Oracle, but 

$* etipeffsfome better argument than rHj bare tffurance of what the 

V&pe would Jo if be bad power. And I thought I had given hifil 

3* better argument than my bare word for it, viz,, the ejqperiencp 

of formtr Ages, what Popes did when they had power j for tho 

the infallible Chair may diffemble a little, when circiniiftances 

4>f affairs require it, yet fure it rs not given to change. 

What follows about the worfhip of Saints s*nd Images, 1 Tup- 
,pofe has been fafficfchtly anfwefed already, but I cannot biito^- 
ferveavfcry pleafant argument he has kgainft what I affctt, That 
no intention can alter the nature cf attions, which are determined 
by a divine or human Law. Whereby I prove, that if they dp 
fudi things, 2& in the account Off the Divine Law are idolatrous : 
their intention not to commit Idolatry will not excufe them/: 
rlTtitellfrfityil (p. 56. •> a/^dke? might as reafpnably make ufejf 
for 'the fu (tiffing his yea* s- and hisna/s\ and bis other points of Jfaa- 
'Jurtfm. PoHf fce'ftKtokfiay, No intention can alter the nature if 
+ti$ons % which are determined by a divine or human law ybut Swear 
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not M at % -neither, beys calk J Mafters% and let yoOr communication 
lejea y jca> ndy % nay % are aSions or things determined by the divine 
lawx therefore the intention of doing no evil in them, cannot excufi 
the doing otherwife than is there dtt er mined y from the guilt of fin. Eqc 
will our Protefter fay, that the Diving Law does forbid all fwear- 
Ing ? then 1 grant that the Quaker* are in the right, and no in- 
tention will juftifiefwearing - r i>u% St. James mult be expoqndefi 
fo as.ip reconcile his word* with other paflagesin Scripture, 
which allow of (wearing ; and could he (how us whejre bowjng, 
and killing, and kneeling, and praying before an in»age is irvany 
fence allowed in Scripture, then we would gr^nt alfo, that the 
dire&ion of the intention would, juftifiefuch a ufcnf thefeiaAi- 
pns^as the Scripture allows : but what is absolutely forbtd.io bje 
done, t\q intention can excufe, which is our prefent cafe here. 
He concludes all. with two or three Reqpefts, which mjift be 
briefly confider'd. t . 

** 37- ' ; i,7^jk (the Repliet>.3^ 

to hold to what he. fates they do* and charge us with nothing but what 
we etfrejly fr of eg to Belitve apd Pratfice. Now I can afliir* Wqi 
ther,e is no need of uOng my intereft with Proteftants to d<* thia, * 
for T hope they are naturally inclined to be hftneft: but fhese 
are fo many us*s among them , that poffibly forne Proteftants 
may miftake one us for another. They practice indeed gene- 
rally much alike, but they believe differently, and they reitf- 
feht differently, and they expound tbe Doftrine of theif Coun- 
cils' differently j and I hope Proteftants may without any. offence 
lay how and wherein they differ, and I think we cannot be juftly 
charged with mifreprefenting, while we relate matter of Fact 
truly, what their practice is, and what their different fentimencs 
and opinions. are about thefematters. 

%. That they ( Proteftants )> pick not uf the abufes of fomt % 

\the?vices and cruelties of others, the odd opinions of farticular 

, Author s r and hold tBefe fozib for theDcftrines and Prafticesof our 

Church; and that in charging any fraSifcs* they charge no more 

than are concerned. Now this is very reafcnable, it he (peaks 

of fuch abufes as are not allowed and countenanced by the 

. Church ; andof filch cruelties as are not pra&ifed, encouraged, 

tommended by the Govemours of the Church, and juftified 

* by the Decrees and Canons of Popes and Councils > or of fucfr 
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*%ii opinions of particular Authors} as fteal into the world With* 
out publick authority, and arc centered as foon as *frey are 
known; but as far as the Church gives any countenance and 
authority to fuch abufis> cruelties, eel J opinions, I fee no reafbrt 
why Proteftams may not complain of theft things, and charge 
the Church of Rome with them, and hot Eke tharCh urch ever 
the better, which fufferc fuch abufes, and applauds fuch cru- 
elties, as Papifts th£m(elve$,who have not put off all humanity, 
cannot but abhor.* ' ' * . * 

.3. Thai as often as they teB, what the) think of our Do Brines 
and Practifes, they would likeurifi at the fame time inform theit 
'hearers 1 that tbo/e thoughts are, as fhe Replier foes, Opinions^ 
Interpretations, and Confluences of their own concerning 1 ci(r K Dc- 
8rine % and not our avowed Doflrine. But this is a very needlefl 
caution, as I oMfrvtd before; for our people do not chinki 
that the P*pfls themftlyes believe all that ill of'thetr*own Do- 
ftrines and PraftSfes which we charge them With ; andf Tcan- 
hot eafily fee, How <*ur difpu ting agamft the Dpftrines and 
Pra&ife* of the Church of Romf y and-ahfwering the Atgti- 
ffients whereby they juftify themfdves, flibttW betray people 
into fiich a miftake ; for it isno natural proof, rhat two men % 
are of the ftme mind) becaufe they difpbte agafoft one* ano- 
ther. 

Thus much for the Protefter. And to conclude the whole, I 
fhafl gWe'mfyttfeadersa fltort viewof the whole prbgrcftof 
this dilute, that they may fee what fhufffing Adversaries we 
have to deal with. • 

When the Book entituleds A PapiJFMifreprefented aniRepre- 
fented, was expofod to publick- view, and mightily applauded 
by thole of the Roman Communion,and induftrjoufly difperfcd, 
and earneftly reebmtaended tothe perufal of Protrfiants, a 
very learned and charitable hand undertook to make a true 
reprefentation of tho Doftrihes and Fraftifes of the Church of 
Rome, which he performed with fuch full and plain evidence} 
rtiat the Mifrepnfenter hath not fo much as attempted to charge 
him with any one falfe Citation, nor to fliow in any one pam- 
tertar, that he has mifreprefcnted their Doctrines and Practifes* 
But inftcad o£t his, ip his Reflections on- the Anfwer (if the Re* 
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fleeter and ^fifrfifltefjfeneer be the ianae perforr, as heowtof 

ijjmfclf to be.) -fee. snakes freJh-cpiflpUints of Preteftatits toifrer 

'ptQf^tingPaptft^ i which if it had bipen or ue t is no confutation 

pf thy re prcfen ration which the Anfwerer had made of Popery: 

JTbe qiieftion then was, Whether the Church of Home believes 

$nd praflifcs, as the Anfwerer faies (tie does, and proves by 

imqt^ftionable authorities that ftie do$s.< ( Buc this was coo 

^a^y, proved^ to beaqueftion *ny Jtonger,' and therefore b$ 

rather chofe to debate that general queftior> about the Rules of 

Repre(enting,.and how wemuft know what is the Faith of 

ihg Church of &?mt> and whether the Bi(hop of Cmdonfs Ex- 

rofition'have not a Efficient, authority given to it by the Pope 

and Cardinals, and Bifljopsof France, and what the authority 

of private Doctor* \s y and the like t but ha< not in anyone 

particular* (hown wherein tbeAnfwener &w ,mifreprefented 

ttiecn, that the authorities be alledges are not go*), that he 

has put any forced and unnatural fenfe'upon the words of t|>eir 

Council, orCatechifta, or Doctors, .or that their Church has 

by any p|ibli^'^s contradicted wharhei charges to beiipf 

Poctririe or Pr^ct^fc. ; This he has not done> ar>d therefore w* 

baVe reafon 'to believe this be could notdo, and this is reafon 

enough to conclude , that the Anfwer contains a true Re- 

preiencation of the Dodtrines and Pra&ifes of the Church of 

Rome. . y \ .\'. - : ** . % ;• • • ' v ' 

' , 1 did npt think fuch Reflexions *s tfeefe worth the notice ef 

the tearnid Anfwerer, and t^efore undertook to reply to 

them my (elf, andq&articularly examined everything he bad 

faid j in return to this* he publiflies another Anfwer,; which he 

calls Papifis Pmteftingagainjt Protefiant Pep*tj± and 1 thought it 

would conje to bare^rf^«»gatlaft, for his- Reafon and A*gW* 

ine'at.run very \6w before j thy ijiave oow.o^nfideredi>ai!Mii 

think have not fuffered anything to efc&pe" without an anfwer; 

-but that the Reader may the better urnta/terni what a formi* 

dable Adverfary this ts, : I (hall briefly compare the Reply with 

bis Antwec, and then leave Jiim to judge of the ingenuity and 

^d^ftjfprtheftofefter^ - : - ■. \. j .' •::! 

-^Wfyflrto b$fi^^|r^m^^ fe-mr- 

^#< J^nf$cr$d wfru jfciwMiftWfcnt, '••««•. T*1*WW 
■. ' them 
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difowna; and proved from hisotfi*£3ffrattct>bft iPkfi'f TKm& 1 
prefentedv that wr are na Mlfe^demWs;*bF wterhfc^lf^ W 
charge them wkli bcheviiif atjd doirtg,ifi tfcc K^araftewdf a Vafifi ' 
MifrepnfenteJ, that he own* a«d <kfwddAn ^&CBaradtet if *» 
?*/»/> R*prefe*t*J; and' uheoonl^dilfefefrt:* ; ?W moft fc^^lftdi 
tween thefe two Character* is thte/THarb'tFfc r C^^^^ <*i 
P*j>*/£ Mifreprefented he ptrts in all the ilft!iihg^WR-?Vd^^^^ 
fay of their Faith and Worfiup, and in the Characpcr*f>* Pa- : 
pift Beprefcn$eJ he fairs all the^ood things he can of it ; tec? 
this I told him does not belong to Reprefei*atiof>,but Difpute^ 
and therefore whatever goilt we chafge- their Dodrinee and* 
BraAifes with, this, is nbt.to nwfrepitefent, while wtf tfharg^ 
them with nothing but what & their Fakkand Pra&ft '; <!6 Re* 
prefent m this fenfe, is only to report matter of faCt ; and het 
who reports truly, cannot imfrepfdeht. If we change them> 
with any guilt, which they think they are not chargeable with, 
this becomes matter of difpute ; and it is not enough eo con- 
fine fuch a charge, to tell the World, that they do flofe believe? 
fo ill of their own DofcinefrandPFa&Hesas vte Protects d^' 
By this Rule I examined the Thirty (even particulars of his Cba- 
wter, and carefully diftinguiftied between matters of repre* 
fentation and difpute; and aH this be grants, and yet in, hi» 
Anfiver falls a ^t*&mgagainfcPM$fa»t P^yi'&ttw6\^ :- - 
made a new Religion for them ; whereas Wf ortty trif tbtiri^ '< 
what the faults of their Religion is; ahd this he calls PrmftuHi * 
Popery, That is, the judgement of Pretejlattts concerning Po- 
ftr/t and this he prerefts againft> which is a much eafier way 
than to confute it. 

And now inftead of defending hi* 6Wh Characters, wherein .- - . ■ " * 
be had charged us with mifrepcefaumg P apt fa and Whjph I - . i .» 

had proved, and he in- efibtt granted to be no- mcfrqpreferh r 

tationv he feeks about to find out fbme new Prvttftant Mifoe* •• 4l - 

prefenters, and. tils up feveral Pages with Citation* out of the 
Manual of John Atcbbifliopof r$rh $ tok.Sut*liffi>M& others^ 
Now irfthe firft place he ought to have (hown, that the dU 
ftin&i^ between matters of reprefentation and difpiute, by. 
which I anfweiVJhi* ow^ Cbawciers ^ wtl flat juiitfy thefe 

Mifre- 
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more if 'he cai) ; fr?4c rbffB ; tot he faies not one Word of this, 
but only cites theq words, and call*. »t nufrepreferiting. But 
bpfides jhis, beb^s ufed very'fbul play to make Mifoppreftnters 
Of them •, The Afchbifliop only tranferibes out of Popifli Au-. 
tbors, and cites his authorities; the Protefter Tets all down as 
ttieArchbilhops words, without letting bis Reader know that; 
Vaftfis ^ a ch thefe things, and that the Arcbbilhop only repeats 
them.aftfcr them, But befides concealing the Popifli a uthdriries> 
to which they refer, he hap taken another courfe with Mr. Shu 
cliff ) has <et down only half fentences; and concealed both the 
authorities and the reafons healledges for what he faies* which 
i$ in a ftric? and proper fcnfe to mifreprdent AH that h£ 
anfwers tp that distinction between reprefenting and difputing; 
which he allows to be good, is this, That the common people; 
do not diftinguifli tbefe matters, but look upon all ta be equal- 
ly theFaitliof Papjfts % That is, if they hear any roan call the 
worfhip of Images Idolatry, they do as verily think that Paptfir 
believe Idofcury lawful (as he faies inhi&.Cbaracter) as that they; 
worlbip Imager rijm teneatu ! and thus much for Reprefenting. 1 
The next difpute is ^bout the rule of Reprefenting- In 
his Introduction to A Fapfi Aiifreprefented, &c. he. appeals to 
tha Couodl oi Trent ^ and,Ctfto&/5» ad farcchos ; this the An-: 
Do&riiiei and ftwrer l*CSiWcll^ but telUhim, i.Thati* fhjwsrii author it > 
qpri&ifet of he baib.tt> interpret: that Risk tp'his own fenfa againfi the Doctrine 
rile Church of rf many others m %,taht& fw .their Churckvs himfelf, as he dpe* 
Home truly re- m fai*^ f erfonal Infallibility „ and the Depofing Fewer, whidt 
prcfente^p.o. j^^j^ ^ e , n0 AnicU* of Faith, though other zealous Pap$s 
<£* 2. ^- they are, and asks what authority he has to declare the 

BaUa-Puquar- fenceof thtCwmltf TWtt, token the fop* bus txprefif forbidden 
ti fupcr c«n- all freUtetio^oit f A^ref^vedittotheApoJklicalSie. i. Thef 
fkm. Concil. Anfwejpr tells him, fbatheltavtsput* in the fever al particulars; 
*Tni fi n effinttal fart of tbe character .of a Pafift fittce the. Council. 

of Trent, whkb is> that be doth not only believe tbt Doctrine 
there defined, to be /me , but k to be. mctjjary to Salvation. 
3. That ~he never fits down, what it. ir, which wakes any Do-i 
thine to becewt a DeBrine ef their Church 4. Thai he tn#Us ufa 
of. the Authority ef panifitlvr Diuitfes , ,as delsvixing the jehfe of 

their 
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7 their" Church ,' when fieri are ft many of greater* Authority + .: ." ' 
gain ft them : whereas^ if we proceed by his own rult r the greater 1 
number is to carry's*. > Theft w«c all very materia] Ofaje&U 
ons, and did deferve to be considered; bat as for the ttete lafr, * 
he taker no notice of them in bis>Refle<ftions, and (ays very ftp- ; - 
tie to die firft. 

The Anfwerer had asked, i/w r J* 0*wo/ <f Trent corns 
to he the Rule end Afeafure of DoEtrine to any here (in England} 
inhere it was never recervidl (p. 4*) To this he Ahfaei* in his 
Reflections, (p. y.) Tbat the Council of Trent is received berp % 
and all the Cdtholtck World , a* to all its Definitions of Faith 5 
Fur I told him in my Reply, (p. f r.) that the meaning of that 
C^ueftionwas not, Whether it was owned^by private Catboluks> 
but by what pablick Affcf Church or State it bad btin received m ' 
Efog&nd, as it bad been in other Catholkk Countries ; and this he 
fays nothing toj and therefore might as well have let it alone at 
firft. 

I reinforced the Bull of Pope Pw* /pb, againft any private • 
iriansr inrerpredrfg the Coufttit afceerding to h't6 own private 
Senle;' ftewpd the Reafon and Policy of it, and what a pre- 
emption it is for a privaieman, \tfhen their Divines differ m 
their Opinions about any Doflrine, to call one Opinion Po- 
pery Rtprefented, and the other Popfcry Miff eprefentcd, as bur 
Author has done, in the Articles of the Popes perfonal In- 
fallibility , and the Depofing Power , as if BeBarmm and . 
Sitaret. muft not pafs for good Catbolicks, but f6r Mi£ 
reprefenters , becaufe they do not believe in theft Points, 
as our Reprefenter does ? And this he takes no further no* 
ticc of ,'.-." : 

But to prove ? tbat he has not interpreted the Council accoiv 
cKng to his own private Senile, he appeals to the B'rfhop of Cm- 
doms Expofoion, which is approved by the Pope himfelf, and Reflc& p. 7. 
therefore has the Authority of the See Apoftolick. To this,- I an*' 
fwered, that Bellarmin's Controveffies had as great an Atrefta- JHt$lj t p. 44. 
tion from Pope Sixtus y. as the Bifhop of Condo?tfo from this 
prcfcnt Pope j to whicfrhe gves no Anfwer; and I obferved 
from Camus % that the Popes private Approbation is not the Au- 
thority of the See Apoftoiick, but only his Judgment, ex Cathe- 
dra i and to this he gives no Anfwer, kit Shuffles a little about 
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FapiftiProt. a -private, mlrcioHit and incmjiderate Judgment, which I have 

*• 2 5* now anfwered , and makes a new Flonrifh about the feveral 

Tranflatfons, and great Approbation whidi has been given 
tQ this Expofition , which I have again faid fomething to, tho? 
• I need not have faid any thing , had I before feen the Preface 
to the Anfwer to the Bifhop of Condomf and I guefs our Au- 
thor will never mention it more, and then what becomes of his 
Characters? 

Refkft. p. 8. ** c denied the Tope's Ter final Infallibility to be an Article of Faith 3 

» btcaufe not fofitively determined by any General Council. In anfwer 

to which I told him, that other Roman Divines did believe it an 

Reply, p. 47, Article of Faith. That the. Churches Infallibility was not deter- "* 
mined by any General Council, no more than the Popes Infal- 
libility, and yet was owned by them as an Article of Faith; 
that if there be any Infallibility in the Church, the Pope as the * 
Supreme Paftor, has the faireft pretence to it. For InfallibilK 
ty ought ih reafon to accompany the greateft and moft abfolute 
Powe«; and this he ha* paflfed over filently. 

Kexc comes the Defojing Tower, which has as evidently been 
declared in General Councils, asJTranfqbftantiation ; and how 

Refl.p. 8,9. conies this to be no Article of rait h? To this he anfwer s, 
that it wants an Anathema, and that it is not decreed as 
a Doctrinal point, but as a matter of Difcipline and Govern- 
ment... . • • 

Repp^^c. This T examined at large in my Reply, and he is much con* 
cern^d at it, that I put him out of his Representing humour 
by difputing ; but he thought bimfelf bound in Civility to . 
fay fomething to it, and truly he has been wonderfully 
Civil, as appears from what 1 have already faid in Anfwer to 
him. * ' . - 

- The Anfwerer jn bis Introduction had proved the Deposing 

.. .Doctrine on him, from two fayings of his own, That the orders [ 
of tie fupr erne Pdfior are to be obeyed whether infallible or not, and [ 
that Pcpes have owtfd the Defoftng DoHrine% and sBed according . 
_ toiii and others are bound to obey their Orders, andcorife-/ 

BcfL p. 15,16. quently to act when "Popes fliall require it, according to the 
Ucpofing Doctrine : To this he anfwers in his Reflections, that, 
he only ipade a comparifon between Civil and Ecclefiaftical 
Power, and therefore it is as unjuft from, hence to infer, That, all % 
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the Orders of the Pope muft beobey'dJas it would be to (ay, 
that Subjects muft obey their Princes \p every thing they com- 
mand, whether it be good or bad : and this I told him in my Re- 
ply, I would acknowledge be a good anfwer> if be would grant the Rcplj, p. it. 
Depofing Doftrine to be a fin: But this I fuppofe he Was unwilling 
to do, and therefore we hear no more of this matter. 

In the next place in his Refle&ions he finds great fault with 
the Anfwerers way of proceeding, which I reduced to Four [ 
Heads, 1. That the Anfwerer in fome Points owns the Dottrine*®™*' $** 
( which he has Reprefeuted to be the Faith of a RomzfcCatholick) 
to be the eftablijhed Belief of the Church of England. This I pro- , 
ved not to be true, by a particular Examination of thofe inftan- 
ceshe gave. a. He charges the Anfwerer with appealing from Sti 
the definitions of their Councils, and fenfe of their Church, to fome 
exprefftons found in old Mafs-Bodks, Rituals, &C. Thisllhowed 
alfo, that the Anfwerer has not done. 

3. That he apptals from the Declarations of their Councils, and 
fenfe of their Church, to fome external aBiort, as in cafe of refpeft 
(hewn to Images and Saints, upon which from our external adoration . 
wu are willing to conclude us guilty of Idolatry. Whereas he p^ ^ • 
thinks we muft not judg of thefe affions without refpetf to the in* * * 
tentionof the Church woo commands them, and of the per [on who 
does them. 4. That he ap peals from their Councils and fenfe^ of 
their Church, to the fentiments of their private Authors. Thfefe 
Objections I anfivered at large in my Reply, but he has returned % 67. 
not one word to any of them, excepting the third, and how he 
has anfWered that, you have already heard. 

This is the new way of anfwering Books a4a-mode of Rome ; 
but the greateft Wits can do no more than the Caufe will bear, 
tho a little prudence would teach m&o fay nothing in fuch a 
Caufc as will admit of no better a defence. 

FINIS. 
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